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E LET als ** been 233 ak I 
Free Addreſs to Proteſtant Diſſenters, and eſpe- 
cially ſo free an one as Dr. Patrssrzr's, on the 
ſubje& - of the Lord's Supper, in Which they are 
charged, as a body, with entegtaining many un- 
ſcriptural and ſuperſtitious notiduhs concermiig it, 
ſhould have met with an anſwer from one. of their 
own denomination; and it has been mattet of ſur- 
priſe and concern to many, that they have hitherto 
ſuffered it to paſs without animadverſim. Some 
have accounted for this by ſup that the 
Doctor's book was ſo little different from Hoapuy's 
plain account, and at the ſame time written in a manner 
ſo much inferior to it, as to render an anſwer alto- 
ne unneceſſary; while others, on the contrary, 
ave aſcribed it to its. being unanſwerable. What 
1s the true reaſon, the author of the following work 
will not venture to ſay; but could not help think- 
ing that it admitted of a. very eaſy anſwer, and 
deſerved a ſerious one; as it ſeemed to him calcu- 
lated to injure the reputation of the Diſſenters in 
the eſteem of others, and to do hurt ro many 
among themſelves, in abating their juſt reverence 
for the Lord's Su pper, and in promoting a m_ 
A 2 
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of indifference in the minds of thoſe who were un- 
acquainted with what had been written againſt the 


3 Which, om;the-fight, view 


Doctor's plan — 
ttramiy plauſible, as the. expreſs end, of” Chriſt 


he: his apoſtlcs. are propoſed! as the only -roje-of 


gment. And he imagined that many readers 
_—_ be prejudiced in favour of the work by the 


d 
0 00 t Bees 46 nich d, 
$quickly to paſs” through 1 nd Lethe; 

3 it was made the common topic of converſation, 
not only in the -moſt conſiderable towns in York- 
ſhire, but in many other parts of the kingdom; 
and that it was highly extölled, not only by the 
Doctor's friends among the Diſſenters, Bi alſo by 
ſome earned: clergymen in che church of England. 


rehe 


worl s he. was, confi 


Theſe. circumſtances induced the author to think 


of venturing abroad a few remarks upon the * 
formance. 24011ICA1 Leonel. 

Some readers will, Probably, wonder that they 
— delayetl. ſo long after the Doctor's 
publication; and others, that they fhould appear at 
all, after the anſwer ritten by the Rev. Mr. Vun. 


Phe true account of the matter is as follows: 


The enſiüngowork was begiin ſoon after the rte 
Aadrefs. came ont; but the author entirely laid aſide 
his, deſign of engaging in the, controverſy, without 
ſiniſhing the finſt Letter, from an apprehenſion that 
it would he executed by ſome abler hand. Nor 


dlid he reſume his deſign. (nor ever think of gon 


it) till Mr. Jens work appeared: which; he mu 
take the liberty to ſay, he thought was fo far from 
N an anfwer n Diſſenter, as to: render 


„The referen ces in the following Letters are con- 
kante Ade to Tg” edition, Though the ſecond edition 
is faid to be with Pct omar "the author, upon looking " 
ver, finds no. occaſion to alter any of his remarks. 
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ſeemed to imply that no Diſſuntet hact ability or acab 


enough to . the er ns 97 r ans whactt 7 


it ſo freely condemned. :lotor eiii nl 
The Diſſenters are indeed a9; obliged to that 
worthy gentleman for the gnod-will he has expreſſed: 
towards them, in pleading their cauſe· But he mult 
excuſe thoſe of them hʒ are of opinion, that his 
iece is not adapted to anſwer the end propoſed. 
doubtleſs contains many remarks, and diſ- 


covers à ſeriouineſb of ſpirit; and a zeal for evange- 


lical religion, which are truly "Comment Bac 
ſome of his friends haue thought that he has entered 
too largely into a debate about points of faith, and 


doo little into the main fubjedt of diſpute: that he 


has written with too much heat, and diſcouered 
too great à diſlite to that fieedom of enquiry! which 
truth need never ſhun, but rather demands, as moſt 


favourable to its cauſe.” Befides, it could not be 


expected from him, as a clergyman: of! the church 
of England, ſo fully to vindicate the conduct of the 
Diſſenters, in certain partieulars to which the Doctor 
had objected, as one of their dn body would be 
diſpoſed to do, and would be capable of doing with 
advantage. Through theſe and che like ns 
ſtances, Mr. Venn has defeated his- own d 
thoſe who. before had eſpouſed Dr. Prieftley* —_ 


it is ſaid, triumph in this anfwer as a confirmation 
of them, and as a remarkable proof that. the ortho- 
- dox cauſe is incapable of a rational andi ſcriptural 


defence. Pr. Prieſtley himſelf ſeems to be greatly 
offended with Mr. Jem, as “ having obtruded him- 
« {elf into a buſineſs in which he had no concern,“ 

and wiſhes to have had a Diſſonter for bis antago- 


nitt . As be was now unlikely to be gratified in 


this reſpect by any one elſe, the author of the follow- 
| later ts Me. Peak, p. W. 2 
ing 
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one the motte neceſſary; not only as it revived thei 
attention of the public to Dr. Prieſtley's books but -* 


W P ROE, FA ch EA 
ing Letters was reſolved: to communicate to the» 


Doctor and to the public ſome remarks which had 
occurred to him on his firſt reading the Free Addreſs, 
brief hints of which he had preſerved in the margin. 
In this reſolution he was confirmed after peruſing 
the Doctor's reply to Mr. Venn, which he thought 
was very far from being a full vindication of his 
former account of the Lord's Supper, but at the 
ſame time calculated to propagate his notions, and 
bring great contempt upon the oppoſite ſentiments, 
among ſuch readers as might have formed their 
judgment principally from Mr. Year's vindication 
of them. 5 Mate goil eil 
The Author, as a conſiſtent Diſſenter, is an ad- 
vocate for the right of private judgment, and a free- 
dom of enquiry in matters of religion as well as 
other ſubjects; and at the ſame time that he con- 
ſiders the Word of God as the only and infallible 
rule of divine truth, he pleads for the uſe of our 
reaſon in judging what is the ſenſe of it; and thinks 
that every man has an unalienable right to ſpeak 
what he thinks, and to publiſn to the world the 
reſult of his enquiries, whatſoever it may be. He 
moreover looks upon it as incumbent on Chriſtians 
to exerciſe candour and charity towards thoſe that 
differ from them, even in matters of confiderable 
moment, without ſuſpecting their ſincerity, or con- 
demning them as heretics, while they write with 
decency, and profeſs themſelves the diſciples of our 
common Lord, though, after a fair examination, 
they cannot but judge their opinions erroneous; 
making allowance for men's different! education, 
prejudices, and natural tempers ; at the ſame time 
remembering they themſelves are not infallible. 
Dr. Prieſtley has ſuggeſted ſome hints on this head 
in his Confiderations on the differences among Chriſtians, 
which: the author read with. pleaſure, and which he 
has endeavoured to keep in view in the following 

| ECL, pages. 


zes. Though he cannot but think that man 
be che Doctor's ſentiments, and particularly thoſe 
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p 


relating to the Lord's Supper, have a very danger- 


ous tendency in a practical view, he would by no 


means be thought to charge him with maintaining 
the conſequences of them, or with acting in ſtrièt 
conformity to them; but is willing to hope that his 


conduct is more confotmable to the purity of the 
goſpel than his views of its doctrines ſeem to re- 
ures: 16297: | 


The author is ſenſible of his unfitneſs, in many views, 
to contend with an adverſary of Dr. Prieſtley's learning 


and abilities; but is encouraged by the approbation 
of ſome friends, to whoſe judgment he cannot but 


pay great deference; and by a conſciouſneſs that his 


view in writing is not to cenſure Dr. Prieſtley, but 


to promote the cauſe of truth and practical religion. 
He acknowledges the work is not compoſed with ſo 
much accuracy as he could wiſh, and in particular 


that the ſtile is too diffuſe; but he hopes the candid 
reader will overlook blemiſhes of this ſort, or any 
inadvertencies he may obſerve, when he conſiders, 


that the length of time, ſince the Doctor's piece 
appeared, rendered it neceſſary to publiſn theſe re- 
marks upon it in a more haſty manner than the 
author would otherwiſe have choſen. And he wiſhes, 
moreover, to have it remembered, that he not merely 


writes to the Doctor, but for the benefit of common 


people, to whom he imagines ſome circumſtances in 
his manner of writing may be particularly adapted, 
which men of learning may cenſure as faults. 

To convince Dr. Prieſtly that he has erred in the 
grand points of debate between us, is what the author 
does not preſume to expect: If he ſhould make it 
appear to him and his friends, that the notions he 
has oppoſed are not quite ſo irrational or unſcriptu- 
ral as he has repreſented them, he ſhall not think 
his time wholly loſt; and if he ſhould anſwer. the 


1 expecta- 
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expectation which the Doctor ſays he had raiſed 
from Mr. Venus performance, ſo that he may de- 
t riye ſome advantage from it, to correct ſome mii 
takes, or to amend ſome obnoxiaus v eRpreſſtons, 
«. which through inadvertence might have eſcaped 
“ him, whenever his book comes to a third edition,“ 
it is the utmoſt he can hope for. If any common 
readers ſhould be eſtabliſhed in, or recovered to, 
thoſe views of the Lord's Supper, and of other 


doctrines nearly related to it, which appear to the 


author to be ſupported: both by ſcripture and rea- 
ſon, his grand view in writing will be anſwered. | 

But ſhould the Doctor, or any one elſe, be able 
plathly to prove that the enſuing work is founded 


on miſtaken principles; mote: eſpecially if it ſhould 


prove, the occaſion of a thorough inveſtigation of the. 
ſubject; and be productive of a truly rational and 
ſcriptural account of the Lord's Supper, how differ- 
ent ſoever from his on, he hopes he ſhall be ſo far 
from being mortified thereat, that he ſhould cordial- 
ly rejoice, and think his preſent time and pains am- 
ply rewarded. | For (to cloſe with the ſentiment of 
the philoſophic emperor, which he has choſen for 
his motto): If any one be able to ſhew him that 
he is miſtaken, whether it be in relation to any 
point of ſentiment or of conduct, he will very rea- 
* dily correct it; for he ſeeks after truth, and that 


can do no body any harm.“ 


| April 18, 1770; 
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p. 14. Dr. P. omits this, and takes no notice of thoſe 
words of the inſtitution. in which it is ſuppoſed to be 
taught, p. 17. 2. A fen and ſeal of the covenant of grace, 


authority for this view 


LETTER III. Q. II. Wrar 18 SUPPOSED TO BE 
- PROFESSED BT APTENDING THE LorD's SUPPER ? 


of a man's chriſtianity, an 


thof's account, p. 31. 3 
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T ETTER 1. | InTroDveTtoN, p. 1. An examina- 


tion of the leading principle in Dr. P.'s book, ad- 
opted from Bp. Hox'DLy, . that we are to form our 


notions of the Lord's Supper by the expreſs words, of. 
« Chriſt and his apoſtles alone in t 


immediate relation to it, 
3=9: This rule *ſhewn to be infuſſicient. Dr. P. 


i obji to depart from it, p. 10. 


LETTER U. Q;1. WHAT 1s THE NATURE AND 
 DESIGN' OF THE LokD's SUPPER? p. 13. '1. Not 


merely a memorial r Chrifl in general, but a viſible 
— F his death, particularly as a ſacrifice for fin, 


p. 18. The like omiſſion in regard to this. Aſſembly's 
catechiſm, on this head, vindicated, p. 19. , Dr. Taylor's 
bf it, p. 21. 9 e 


1. In reſpect to a perſon's ſaitb. That Chriſt is a teacher 
ſent from God, not the only opinion profeſſed, p. 23. 


2. In reſpect to his character and candu#t, p. 26. Remarks 


on Dr. P.'s ſaying It is not a profeſſion of extracrdinary 
ſanctity, p. 26. —— It is not à mark of attachment 


to any particular ſect, p. 700 That it is a 1 
his reſolution te live | 


die like a Chriſtian, p. 29. The Dr.'s « inconſiſtency 
pointed out in two particulars, p. 29.and 30. The au- 

Who' may be fad 
$ TT 6 #30 F..v 2 79 


1 
N 


Chriſtians, who are free from ſcandalous vices, as Dr. P. 


= An inconſiſtency in the 
. tween the Lord's Supper and other inſtitutions, p. 44- 


LETTER V. That only real Chriſtians have a _ to 
che Lord's Supper, proved, 2. from ſcripture, (I.) 


ture requires uprightneſs in general, and condemns hy- 


CONMW:ENT S. 


fo eat and drink unworthily, p. 33. Dr. P. inconſiſtent 
in confining this to the Corinthians, p. 35. and is con- 
tradicted by Bp. H. p. 36. | 


"4: a> $2502 ot ts NE 
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PPER TO BE CELEBRATED? Not by all profeſſin 


maintains, p. 37. But only by true belicvers—proved : 
1. From the nature of the ordinance—as a declaration of 
mercy” on God's part—and a ſolemn — of duty 
on ours, p. 29. A diſtinction of Bp. Hoadly groundleſs, 
and a contradiction in the Dr. remarked, p. 40. What 
hazard there is in an unholy perſon's communicating, 
41. What obligation n is brought under by 
r. p. 42. Difference be- 


rip- 


pocritical profeſſions of religion in particular, p. 49. 


Parable of the wedding: garment confidered, ib. (2.) The 


ſcripture warrants the excommunication of ſome beſides the 


ſcandalouſly immoral, p. 52. None ought to come to 
the Lord's Supper who are conſcious to themſelves of 
any thing which, if known, would expoſe them to be 
excommunicated, p. 55. (3-) The ſcripture deſcribes 


the members of. the primitive churches as holy perſons, 


p. 57 
LETTER VI. That none but true Chriſtians ſhould 


come to the ordinance, further proved from that part of 


Paul's epiſtles to the Corinthians which immediately re- 


lates to the ſubject; where, (1.) He declares that thoſe, 
who eat and drink unworthily, eat and drink judgment. 10 
themſelves, p. 62. The objection. conſidered - that tho 
the Corinthians were charged with drunkenneſs, they 


were not forbidden to attend the ordinance, p. 64. 


(2.) The apoſtle recommends „ 6" Sins previous 
to the celebration of it, p. 67. Dr. P.'s comment on 


this paſſage unwarrantable. The author's application of 
it vindicated, p. 66—72. ; 915 


LETTER VI. Q. IV. Wo An E To BE THE JUDGES OF 
_ A PERSON'S QUALIFICATION FOR THE LORD's SUPPER ? 


p. 74 


—B ettralt 
r 

p. The right of churches in admitting or rejectin 
| ALL AE; and Sud ing of their þ | Fro the — 
with that of other Pcieties, ib, Dr. P. owns this right 
in one inſtance, p. 77. His account of the extent of it 
. Inconſiſtent,” p. 78. bat Ln a church may de- 
mand, p. 79. Credible evidence of true piety to be in- 
ſiſted upon —argued from the foregoing reaſoning, 25. 
and from ſcripture, precedents, p. 81. Dr. P.'s ohjiection 
from the parable of the wheat and tares conſidered, p. 83. 
By what means @ church may ſeek ſatigſaction as to the qua- 
lifications of candidates, p. 85. That they have a right 
to examine concerning their faith and practice, both of 
other perſons, p. 87. and of themſelves, p. 89. proved both 
from reaſon and ſcripture. Requiring a verbal profeſſion 
vindicated from ſcripture precedent, p. 94. Experiences 
not {ſo abſurd and unſcriptural as Dr. P. repreſents, 
p. 95. An acknowledgment that they have been abuſed, 
and obtained in an unwarrantable manner, p. 96. This, 
however, no ſufficient objection to a verbal declaration 


of a perſon's Chriſtianity, p. 97. 


LETTER VIII. Q. V. War ADVANTAGES ARISE 
FROM CELEBRATING THE LoRD's SUPPER? Dr. P.'s 
account defective, p. 99. Proved further, 1. That it 
tends to confirm the Chriſtian's faith, p. 100. 2. That 
it Hrengtbens our obligation to a life of holineſs, p. 101. 
Dr. P. contradicts himſelf on this head, ib. 3. That it 
excites abhorrence of ſin, p. 102. 4. That it promotes 
the Chriſtian's comfort and peace of mind, ib. 5. That 
it is an eminent means of enjoying the preſence of God 
and the Redeemer, p. 103. Dr. b. miſrepreſents the 
notions of Diſſenters on this head, p. 104. Vindication 
of ſome expreſſions applied to the Lord's Supper, parti- 
cularly, 6. That believers therein eat the fh and drink 
the blood of Chriſt, p. 107. Our Lord's diſcourſe, Jobn vi. 
expreſſive of ſacramental actions, p. 109. Bp. Hoadly's 
objections conſidered, p. 111. Dr. Taylor's authority 
quoted, p. 115. 


LETTER IX. Q. VI. Wnar PREPARATION IS RE- 
QUISITE TO A PROPER ATTENDANCE UPON THE 
Lord's SUPPER? p. 118, Acknowledged that ſome 
have carried the matter too far, p. 119. That the Lord's 
Supper requires greater preparation than public worſhip, 


argued from Dr. P.'s allowing it to be more ſolemn, 
P- 120, 
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p. 120. It is not ſufficient barely to recollect the natyrs 
eie but the wg hoold be in 4 proper Frame; þ; xr 
This not always the e e p. 122. 
Mea to prepare the mind, eſpeci . 
p. 123. The expediency of What Dr. P. calls prepara- 
tion days, p. 126. Primitive Chriſtians probably had 
fuch, p. 127. Hut if not, this no juſt objection to them, 
p. 128. No great danger of ſuperſtition in the preſent 
day, p. 129. Diſlenter's notions of the Lord's Supper not 
ſo ſuperſtitious as chutchmen's, p, 130. Heutys Treatiſo 


vindicated, Note. Concluſion. 


E IRE 


age 19. line 18. read, contained in. P. 28. J. 29, delt or, 
5. 33. | las but tavo; r. body and. p. 43. . 28. for ? put 
. a period. 5. 47. 1.8. r. converfian, p. 79. l. 3. r. chriſtian 
church. p. 109. . 5. r. Vith. p. 128. Nate, x. paſſover. 

N. B. The quotation, p. 27. with the remarks upan it, ſhould 
| aye been introduced p. 26. after the break directly oppoſite. 
Abd the reader is defired to correct that ſentence, p ay l. 9, 
„As you have not laid, Sc.“ thus: I will take the iberty 


to invert your crder, and will firſt take notice, oe, 
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Proteſtant Diſſenter's Anſwer 
T. 0 


Dr. PRIESTLEY's FREE ADDRESS. 


LETTER I. 


Reverend SIR, 


AM a ProTesTanT, and a PROrrsrANT Dis- 
[| SENTER ; I therefore conſider myſelf, amongſt 
others of that character, as publickly addreſſed in 
a late work of yours, and think I have a right to 
make a publick reply to what I judge exceptionable 
in it. Your profeſſed deſign is laudable, and the free- 
dom which you propoſe to uſe, and which you re- 
commend to others, in enquiring after truth,- is, in 
my . apprehenſion, highly warrantable, becoming a 
Chriſtian, a Proteftant, and a Diſſenter. As PopERY 
is doubtleſs the worſt corruption of the beſt religion 
in the world, every friend to that religion ought to 
be vigilant in detecting thoſe corruptions which Po- 
pery has introduced, and zealous in expoſing them. 
I cannot but agree with you, Sir, in thinking ic 
highly improbable that the firſt Reformers ſhould 


7 . Have 


2 Difenter's Anſwer to Dr. Prieſtley. | 
have hit upon the whole truth at once, and left no- 
thing untouched that wanted reforming; and alfo, 
that it is vety unlikely that even to this Me, the Re- 
ligion of Jeſus, among any one denomination of 
chriſtians, ſhould be perfectly. ſtript of that garb in 
which popiſh ſuperſtition had cloathed it; or at leaſt 
that it ſhould be entirely free from every error in 
doctrine, diſcipline or worſhip. It is unwiſe and un- 
ſafe for any man to take it for granted that this or 
the other doctrine is © the truth as it is in Jeſus', 
merely becauſe the reformers from popery thought ſo, 
or becauſe it has been long held ſuch by proteſtants 
1 am far from thinking that even the Diſſenters, whoſe 

principles are the molt favourable to the cauſe of li- 
berty, and therefore to the cauſe of truth, have in 
every reſpect acted ſtrictly upon thoſe principles, or as 
yet entirely © purged themſelves from the old leaven.” 

It is therefore to be hoped that the reformation will 
yet proceed: and, in order hereto, that the friends 
of truth, as it is taught in the Bible, will yet enquire, 
will yet ſpeak, and will yet be heard. But, having 
freely expreſſed my hearty agreement with you thus 
far, I muſt obſerve, that our enquiries after truth 
ought to be conducted with reverence. to the divine 
word as the only proper Rule, and with a modeft 
ſenſe of our own weakneſs and hableneſs to err: And 
that it is by no means ſafe implicitly to follow the, 
deciſions of thoſe who call themſelves free enquirers, 
who profeſs the greateſt impartiality, and who appear 
to be poſſeſſed of it, any more than thoſe of our firſt 
reformers ; ſince it muſt be allowed, all men are not 

ſo impartial in their reſearches as they profeſs to be, 
and even the moſt upright enquirer after truth may 
fall into miſtakes concerning it, by reaſon of ſuch 
prejudices as imperceptibly pervert the judgment, 
and thro” a variety of circumſtances, inſeparable from 
- humanity, in conſequence of which the truth pre- 
tended to be diſcovered is often only a new error in 
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the room of an old one; ſometimes leſs dangerous, 
but ſometimes more or at beſt, but a partial diſeo- 
very. And not unfrequent is it for men, in profeſſing 
to reform abuſes, to run out of one extream into the 
2 equally abſurd and dangerous: I need not 
offer the proof of theſe aſſertions, ſince you yourſelf, 
Sir, in effect allow the truth of them when you ſay; 
that “ as on the one hand it has been common for 
<« reformers to ſtop too ſoon, ſo on the other, that the 
„ ardour of refortnation may juſtly be ſuppoſed to 


carry men too far, and that mankind do trequently 
10 xy from one extream to the oppolite. ( Pref p. v. 
Lou cannot therefore be offended, nor can you 
greatly wonder, if ſome among your readers ſhould 
not impheitly acquieſce in the reſult of your enqui- 
ries, or ſhould think they were not conducted with 
all that candour and impartiality which you profels 
and that in your ' AccounT of the Logp's SuepeR, 
you have gone juſt as far beyond what you call © the 
„one juſt medium,” as ſome other reformers have 
ſtopt ſhort of it. | 
Of this number, I, Sir, profeſs myſelf to be one. 
As a Proteſtant, and eſpecially as a Diſſenter, I claim 
the ſame right to be heard that you do, and perſuade 
myſelf that from you I need aſk no indulgence. 
While you treat with fo great a freedom the opinions 
and writings of others, it may be preſumed you will 
candidly attend to what may be offered againſt your 
Own. $3.2 A220 H 
Before I take any notice of your account of the 
matter in debate, I find it neceſſary particularly to 
conſider the Rule by which we are to be determined 
in our enquiries concerning it. I take it for granted 
that you are willing to reſt the whole iſſue upon ſcrip- 
ture teſtimony, as you profeſs (p. 49.) to approve 
this proteſtant principle, and to act upon it in your 
. from the New Teſtament writers, notwith- 
anding what you have occaſionally inſinuated, (p, 
* B 2 | 28.) 
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P. 28.) which may be thought by many to invalidate 
their teſtimony. Upon this'principle I am heartily 
willing to reſt the whole controverſy, But I find myſelf 
obliged to differ from you with regard to the manner 
of explaining ſcripture. You have not indeed directly 
told us in what manner you propoſe to explain it; 
tho' this might naturally have been expected in a 
PLAIN Account of the Lord's Supper ; but you have 
evidently. built your whole ſtructure (after the man- 
ner of BisHop' HoadLy whom you profeſs to follow) 
upon this maxim as the grand foundation, That we 
are to form our notions concerning the Lord's 
„ Supper merely by what the ſcripture expre/sly ſays 


nin immediate relation to the ſubject.“ 


This maxim you do in effect adopt as the ground 
of your whole argument, tho' you do not directly 
mention it; as appears from the general tenor of your 
work, and eſpecially from ſuch paſſages as the fol- 
lowing : * I ſhall lay beſore you an account of the 
nature and deſign of the Lord's Supper, as it 


may be collected from the Evangeliſts, and from 


St.“ Paul. To give you the more entire ſatisfac- 
* tion upon this ſubject, 1 ſhall fairly recite to you 
every thing that I find in the New Teſtament re- 
* lating to it, even with the repetitions of the differ- 
ent evangeliſts. — By this means you will ſee that 
nothing is overlooked or. concealed from you.“ 
Lou then relate the words of the Inſtitution as re- 
corded by Matthew, Mark, and Luke, together with 
art of Paul's letter to the Corinthians, concerning 
their abuſe of the ordinance, and then make the 
following remark: * You have now, my brethren, 
“ ſeen all that the ſcriptures ſay concerning this rite 
t of the Lord's Supper. How. little is it, in com- 
« pariſon of what men have made of it!“ (p. 26.) 


Query, whether the application of the term Sar to any of 
the Apoſtles, be entirely conſiſtent with Dr. Prieſtley's utter anti- 


Little 


e 5 
Little indeed ! if theſe are the only {ſcriptures by. 
which our notions of it are to be determined, and if 
we are to attend only to the Letter of them: and yet 
much more than you have made of it in your Free 
Addreſs, as I purpoſe hereafter to ſhew. But as it is a 
matter of great importance in the preſent controverſy 
whether the maxim you have adopted be juſt or not, 
I will here examine it, and give you my reaſons for 
pronouncing in the negative, and for maintaining the 
following ſentiment, viz. 92 
That in order to underſtand the ſenſe of ſcripture 
concerning any point in debate, we are not confined to 
the mere Letter, but are at liberty to judge of what is 
expreſsly aſſerted concerning that point (and eſpecial- 
ly if it be aſſerted in a conciſe and obſcure manner) 
in its connection with others, and by other paſſages 
which may give light to the fudder by a remote rela- 
tion to it; as alſo by ſuch inferences as may fairly 
be deduced from what is expreſsly aſſerted upon the 
point in queſtion : — That if any queſtion ſhall ariſe . 
concerning it which the ſcripture has not determined, 
we muſt judge of it, as far as we can, from analogy : 
and by the application of general rules elſewhere laid 
down : — And that if in any particular, ſcripture 
thus interpreted ſhould not determine, we are to uſe 
our own reaſon, and judge according to the rules of 
common ſenſe. In this manner, Sir, I apprehend we 
are to form our notions with regard to the poſitive 
inſtitutions, as well as any other of the doctrines of 
the goſpel : and, amongſt the reſt, of the Lord's 
Supper. | 
e are no where told that the mere letter of ſcrip- 
ture is to be our only guide, nor is it rational to think 
it ſnould; and in our controverſy with the papiſts on 
the ſubject before us, we are obliged to aſſert, and 
can eaſily prove, the contrary. Upon a cloſe atten- 
tion to the paſſages now under conſideration we ſhall 
find them inſufficient of themſelves to reſolve our 
B 3 enquiries. 
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6 Diſenter's Anſwer to Dr. Prieſtley. 

enquiries, Examine thoſe texts which you have 
quoted as containing the whole account of the Lord's 
Supper, independent of all other ſcriptures, and you 
will be unable to put any rational meaning to them. 
Let a Turk or an Heathen, who knows nothing of 
the New Teſtament, be aſked what his ſenſe of them 


is, and I am perſuaded they would appear to him 


utterly unintelligible. The truth is, they are addreſ- 
ſed to Chriſtians * who are ſuppoſed to be acquainted 
with certain things therein referred to, which it was 
no more neceſſary to expreſs, than it would be in 
any new act of parliament made for Diſſenters in Great 
Britain, to ſhew at large who the Diſſenters are, what 


laws are already in force with reſpe& to them, or 


any other particulars reſpecting them which were ne- 
ceſſary to be known in order to underſtand the mean- 
ing of the ſaid act; but which were univerſally un- 
derſtocd by them already. In ſuch a caſe a Foreigner, 
quite a ſtranger to our country, to the ſeveral deno- 
minations of chriſtians amongſt us, and the laws re- 
lating to them, would be quite at a loſs to under- 
ſtand ſuch an act as I am ſpeaking of, tho? expreſſed 
in the plaineſt words, In that cafe we ſhould not be 
for confining the ſtranger to the mere words of the 
act, in order to underſtand it, but ſhould - acquaint 
him with the character of the perſons to whom it re- 
lated, and the other laws reſpecting them with which 
it was connected, And if any queſtions ſhould ariſe 
concerning any particular circumſtances not expreſsly 


On this head the late Ms. Lagy (much as he decried reaſon) 
has argued very rationally in his anſwer to Bihop Hoadly's plain 
accounts N. B. It is from this book that Mr. Venn had brought a 
quotation abont which Dr. Prieſtley is pleaſed to make himſelf 
merry , but which he had better have anſwered, I cannot help 
thinking with Mr. Jenn f, that before the Dr. had written a book on 
the principle of the ſaid Biſhop's, he ought to have read what had 
been written againſt it. But it is not peculiar to any one claſs of 
people to read only on one fide the queſtion. 


+ Letter to Mr. V. p. 45. 4 p. 42. 
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provided for in the ſaid act, but only in general terms, 
we ſhould judge it ſufficient for ſuch queſtions, that 
they were fully provided for in ſome previous acts, or 
that general rules were laid down in other laws which 
might be applied to the particulars in queſtion ; and 
in many caſes the common uſages of the country 
alone would determine. | 
This inſtance I apprehend will ſerve in ſome mea- 
ſure to illuſtrate the caſe of thoſe poſitive inſtitutions 
which the goſpel enjoins upon us Chriſtians. The 


ſcripture is not ſo full and explicit with regard to any 


of them, in thoſe paſſages which enjoin them, as 
would be ſufficient to give an utter ſtranger to chri- 
ſtianity any clear ideas at all about them. With re- 
gard to the obſervation of the firſt day of the week 
as the chriſtian Sabbath; tho' it ſo generally obtains 
in the chriſtian world, we are ſo far from having all 
circumſtances with reſpect to it fully determined for 
us in the New Teſtament, that there is no expreſs 
precept for the change from the ſeventh day, or for 
obſerving a Sabbath at all. In vindication of the 
uſage therefore we are obliged to adopt a rule for in- 
terpreting ſcripture different from that which you 
have preſcribed, which allows of more room for the 
exerciſe of our reaſoning powers. 

The caſe is much the ſame with regard to Baptiſm. 
There is fo little determinate in ſcripture concerning 
the Mode of it, that it has been the matter of long 
and warm contention in the church. Nor are we 
more expreſsly acquainted who are the proper Sub- 
jects of baptiſm. There is nothing in the words of 
the inſtitution, nor in any after accounts of the ad- 
miniſtration of this rite, reſpecting the, baptiſm of 
Infants : there is not a ſingle precept for, nor ex- 
ample of, this practice thro' the whole New Teſta- 
ment. By the rule therefore on which you have pro- 
ceeded in interpreting ſcripture, we mult be obliged 
to give up the _ of Infant-baptiſm : I ſhould 
be glad to know, Sir, how you, conſiſtently with 

B 4 | this, 
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this, can maintain it. To plead the liberty of 
reaſoning from the nature of the Ordinance, or from 
certain 25 laid down in other parts of ſcripture, or 
(with Dr. Taylor) to build the whole argument on the 
Abrahamic covenant, is in fact giving up the point in 
debate between us; it is ſaying, that in order to 
underſtand the nature &c. of a poſitive inſtitution, we 
are not obliged to confine our enquiries to thoſe par- 
ticular paſſages of ſcripture which immediately relate 
to it,” which is granting all that I am pleading for, 
and from which conceſſion it will be eaſy to prove 
that your account of the Lord's Supper is a very par- 
tial one; unleſs you will aſſert that this ordinance ſo 
eſſentially differs from the other two which I have 
mentioned, as to require a different rule for inter- 
preting ſcripture in order to underſtand it. But I 
cannot ſuppoſe you will be unreaſonable enough to 
make ſuch an aſſertion. This and the other poſitive 
inſtitutions moſt evidently appear to be, in this reſpect, 
exactly upon the ſame footing. 'With regard to this 
as well as the others, there are many circumſtances 
left undetermined in thoſe ſcriptures which imme- 
diately relate to the ſubject, which are indeed abſo- 
Jutely neceſſary to be determined ſome way or other, 
by every communicant for himſelf at leaſt, in order 
to render the ordinance a reaſonable ſervice, or in- 
deed, to its being celebrated at all. In the 4» of 
you have quoted as containing all that the New Teſta. 
ment ſays concerning the Lord's Supper, we have 
no account of the Perſon whom we-are to remem- 
ber in this ordinance (excepting that his name is 
barely mentioned) we are not told what was his 
character, what were his pretenſions, and in what 


» N. B. The reader may ſee the force of this reaſoning, by pe- 
ruſing a Series of Letters on the ſubject of Baptiſm, written by a 
ſenſible and candid Anti-pzdo-baptift, addreſſed to Biſhop Hoadly 
on the plan of his PIuin Account ; which, if that plan be allowed 
jut, muſt be owned unanſwerable. ARS 5 
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view we are to remember him; nor are we here ac- 
quainted with thoſe important facts relating to him, 
the knowledge of which lies at the very foundation 
of chriſtianity. How then can theſe "paſſages, of 
themſelves, be ſuppoſed to give us a.compleat know- 
ledge of this inſtitution ? In order to obtain it there- 
fore it is plain, we are to conſider theſe paſſages in 
their connection with the other parts of the New 
Teſtament where theſe intereſting facts, repreſented 

this ordinance, are fully related. 
Further; in thoſe texts which you ſay are th 
only ones from whence our ideas of the Lord's Sup- 
per are to be derived, there is nothing ſaid concerning 
the perſons by whom this rite is to be celebrated, 
whether they are to be both male and female (and men 
only were preſent at the firſt inſtitution) nor at what 
age they are to come to it, nor how often. Nor are 
we told at what time of the day it is to be adminiſter- 
ed, nor by whom ; nor what quantity of bread and 
wine are to be received, nor in what poſture. Tho' it 
be allowed ſome of theſe queſtions are but trivial, 
they muſt be determined one way or another in order 
to celebrate the ordinance at all. But how ſhall we 
determine upon them? The anſwer is obvious. Com- 
mon ſenſe is ſufficient to decide with regard to many 
of them, and reaſoning from analogy, from the na- 
ture of chriſtianity in general, and of this ordinance 
in particular, will enable us to judge with regard to 
others. | 

It does not appear to me, any reflection upon the 
wiſe author of this inſtitution, that he has left ſome 
2 of it ſo indeterminate, and that he has 
hereby left ſo much room for us to exerciſe our rea- 
ſoning powers : it is rather a proof of his wiſdom in 
his conduct towards reaſonable creatures. In other 
cafes I apprehend, Sir, I ſhould have your hearty ſuf- 
frage for ſpeaking in this manner, and why not in 
the preſent ? But I have often had occaſion * ob- 
| crve 
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ſerve a ſtrange inconſiſtency in ſome of you very ra- 
2 r in your ce s with regard to the 
of 5 and the uſe of Reaſon : In, 
ame in es we muſt be tied down to the let- 
ter. of ſcripture and denied the liberty of reaſoning. 
upon it, w while in others, . Reaſon is all in all, and 
- the expres declarations. of ſcripture muſt be 
arced to ſubmit. to it. The like conduct in other 
ns would be accounted for, only upon the 
uppoſition, that they were determined at any rate 
to ſerve their awn particular purpoſes. 
ha thus attempted to ſhew the 3 of 
your foundation, I might now proceed to examine 
the ſuperſtructure which you have built upon it. 
But I cannot do juſtice to the ſubject without juſt 
hinting here at an APES in my favour, which will 
appear more concluſive than any other (tho? I ſhall 
have occaſion hereafter frequently to refer to it) and 
that is one with which you yourſelf have furniſhed 
me, viz. In the courſe of your work, Sir, I find that 
u have in many inſtances forgotten, or departed 
from your own rule of interpreting ſcripture, and 
adopted that which I have been endeavouring to 
eſtabliſh, Your general account of the nature and 
deſign of the Lord s Supper and of the advantages a- 
riſing from attending upon it, is ſuch as neither the 
words of the inſtitution, nor the diſcourſe of Paul 
expreſs, and ſuch as I am perſuaded you would not 
have given, had you not reaſoned upon thoſe paſlages 
in. connection with other parts of the New Teſtament. 
Nay, more than this, when you come to tell us what 
is profeſſed in the celebration of this rite, you expreſs- 
I infer your account from the nature of the ordinance, 
Ip. 30.) and argue againſt the admiſſion of ſcandalous 
tſons from the Apoſtle's warrant for excommuni- 
cating ſuch, What is this, Sir, but fairly acknow- 
ledging that, contrary to. your main principle, the 


| un ges which you had quored as the only apes Tae 
| cence 
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whence our ideas of the Lord's Supper ſhould be de- 
rived, are of themſelves inſufficient for the purpoſe 
without reaſoning upon them as they ſtand connected 
with the chriſtian plan in general. I would far 
know what boundaries are fixed to our reaſonings upon 
the ſubject, or what greater right you have to reaſon 
from any thing in thoſe paſſages in favour of your 
own notions of the ordinance, than thoſe perſons 
whom you are oppoſing have in favour of their's. If 
you allow us the fame liberty it is all we aſk, and we 
think ſome of thoſe ideas which we have connected 
with the Lord's Supper, which you ſet aſide as hay- 
ing nothing to do with it, and repreſent as enthuſia- 
ſtical and ſuperſtitious, do as truly belong to it as any 
that you have affixed, and are equally rational. The 
roof of this I will endeavour to give you in ſome 
ſubſequent Letters. In the mean time I am, 


Revi. Sir, 


Yours, &c. 


A PROTESTANT Drss ETER. 
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AVING in the preceding letter eftabliſhed the 
rule by which we are to form our notions of 
the Lord's Supper, I now proceed, by that rule, to 
Examine the account' which you have given of that 
inſtitution. 13 FIN 
In order to preſerve my own ideas and thoſe of my 
readers clear and diſtinct, as well as to avoid repeti- 
tions, I will conſider the principal things which you 
have advanced, under the following heads, and in 
the fame order, tho* ſomewhat different from yours. 
What is the deſign of the Inſtitution itſelf, or what 
15 repreſented to us in it ? | 
What is ſuppoſed to be profeſſed by thoſe who at- 
tend upon it ? 
By whom this Rite is to be celebrated ? | 
Who are to judge of a perſon's qualifications for it ? 
What advantages reſult from the celebration of it ? 
And finally 
What preparation 1s neceſſary to a proper atten- 
dance upon it? 
Under ſome or other of theſe heads I ſhall have occa- 
ſion to conſider thoſe notions of the Lord's Supper 
which you except againſt (in your catalogue of Abuſes) 
as ſuperſtitious, or as having no foundation in ſcrip- 
ture; and ſhall attempt the vindication of them, as 
far as they appear to me to be vindicable, upon the 
— which I have already laid down. I begin 
W1 


The 
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The Fast enquiry, which is, in your own words, 
What is the Lord's Supper? By which I mean to 
enquire, What is the nature and deſign of the inſti- 
tution itſelf? or, What is intended to be repreſented 
to us by the exhibition of bread and wine? 
You define the Lord's Supper, A ſolemn, but 
„ chearful rite, in remembrance; of Chriſt, of what 
« he did and ſuffered for the benefit of mankind.“ 
This general account of the matter I acknowledge to 
be juſt ; but muſt obſerve, that your explication of 
it ſeems not to me ſufficiently particular. Like o- 
ther cuſtoms, (ſay you, p. 28.) it ſtands as a record 
<« of paſt events; it preſerves the memory of the 
* molt important of all tranſactions to the end of the 
world. It may be conſidered as a proof of the 
© moſt important facts relating to Chriſtianity “.“ 
This is doubtleſs the truth; but, r not 
the whole truth. Tou will readily allow, that the 
remembrance of Chriſt, which he himſelf mentions 
as one great end of this rite, muſt be a remembrance 
of him according to what he is, of the various cha- 
racters which he ſuſtains, of the leading actions of 
his life, and the principal ſcenes of his ſufferings: ſo 
that if it be true that he was the Son of God, God 
* manifeſt in the fleſh ;* if he was the great Prophet 
of the church, whom-it becomes us to hear in all 
things; the Lord and Sovereign of the world, who 
claims our humble obedience ; the great High-prieft 
of our profeſſion, and the only and all- ſufficient Me- 
diator between God and man; this ordinance is de- 


* You add here, „It is the only record which Chriſt has ex- 
«« preſsly appointed of his death and ſufferings.” But tho? it be 
true, as you further aſſert, that we no where find that he gave 
his diſciples any orders to 4write his life, it does not therefore 
follow that they had none. And we are expreſsly aſſured, that 
he gave them ſtri& and ſolemn orders to preach Chriſtianity, and 
of courſe his ſufferings and death. Of which therefore Chriſtian 
preaching deſerves to be called a record, of Chriſt's expreſs ap- 


pountment, as fitly as the Lord's Supper. OY 
| ſigned, 


—— — * 
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14 Diſenter's Hnſwer to Dr. Prieſtle . 
fighed as a memorial of him in all theſe views, tho! 
they" be not particularly mentioned in the paſii 
which you have quoted. Bur if this . be 
deſigned as a memorial of Chriſt. in theſe ſeveral 
views, why may it not alſo be conſidered as a memorial 
of the particular ends of his offices, his undertakings, 
and his ſufferings, particularly of his death on the 


croſs? Theſe, however, I gs have not ſo much as 


hirited at thro? your whole performance; which I 


cannot but confider as a capital defect in a treatiſe 


on the Lord's Supper: and this omiſſion naturally 
leads one to ſuppoſe, that you confider any particu- 


lar efficacy in the obedience and death of Chriſt, 


with regard to our redemption, as having nothing to 
do with this ordinance; and that thoſe who confider 
this as a per thing repreſented in it, are charge- 
able - wit tion, and annex other ideas to it 
than the —— has annexed, But ſurely, Sir, 
the death of Chriſt is more evidently, or in a more 
ftriking and ſenſible manner, repreſented to us in 
this ordinance, than any thing elſe; the broken 
bread being a lively emblem of his broken body, and 
the wine poured forth of the ſhedding of his blood. 
Now if it be true, that he was . for our 
© tranſgreſſions, and bruiſed for our iniquities; and 
that we have redemption thro' his blood, even the 
© .renuſſion of ſins; this important deſign of the 
Saviour's death may as rationally be ſuppoſed to be 
- ented to our minds by this rite, as any parti- 
cular in the character: of Chriſt, or any fact relating 
to Chriſtianity. Were an anniverſary feaſt appoint- 
ed in memory of ſome hero that bravely died in de- 
fence of his country, would it be ſuppoſed that the 
defign of it was merely to perpetuate the memory of 
the man, and not of the hero ? Would not his gene- 
ral character, and particularly the circumſtances of 
his death, be naturally recollected? And if he had 


voluntarily made a ſacrifice of himſelf for the good 


LE B T ER T - Ba 
of che public, and choſe to * die rather. than the 
« whole nation ſhould periſh , , would it reaſonably 
be thought foreign to the defign of the inſtitutian, 
oratefully to remember this uncommon inſtance of 
valour and benevolence ? Would not this be judged. 
moſt effectually anſwering the intention of that law, 
which had enjoined this memorial of the friend of 
his country, even tho? this particular view of his 
death were not expreſsly mentioned. It is not. to. he 
conceived, that the remembrance of the man and. 
that of his death, together with. the  benevalent de- 
ſign of it, could be ſeparated, Why then ſhould it 
not be conſidered as one great end, if not the chief 
end, of the Lord's Supper, to remember Jeſus as 
having died for the ungodly, as having given his 
© life a ranſom for many.” Tou cannot object to 
the remembrance of him as a Martyr to the cauſe. of 
truth, affording by his death the moſt noble teſti- 
mony to the doctrines which he taught; or as an 
example to us of patience, of fortitude in ſuffering 
in a good cauſe, and of ſubmiſſion to the divine will ; 
I am perſuaded you have often inſiſted upon theſe 
yourſelf. Why. then is the other view of Chriſt's 
death to be omitted, viz. as a ſacrifice for in +? I 

| | : Will 


* John xi. g. i | 
+ In your letter to Mr, Va you make this conceſſion : If 
« Chriſt was, as you ſay, a propitiatory facrifice, then, accord- 
«« ing to my definition, the Lord's Supper is a memorial- of a 
«« propitiatory ſacrifice.” (p.42.) And you tell us, in order to 
vindicate yourſelf for having taken no notice of this, that you 
66 — you had omitted nothing that any Chriſtian could 
„ poſſibly think of on the oecaſion. Pat (fay you) according to 
you, no juſt account can be given of the Lord's Supper, ex- 
«« cept we include in it all the articles of your creed.“ But ſure- 
ly, Sir, you could not be fo ignorant of the doctrines commonly 
received among Chriſtians, -as not to know, that the belief of 
Chriſt's death as a propitiatory ſacrifice is not an article peculiar 
to Mr. Venx's creed; how, therefore, you could really think 
you had omitted nathing that any Chriſtian could poſſibly 
« think of on the occaſion,“ is what I cannot conceive. You 
muſt know, that in all ſocieties of Chriſtians where the diſtin- 
guiſhing 
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will not here inſiſt how clearly this doctrine is taught 
in ſcripture, (and to me it appears as clearly taught as 
that he lived, or that he died); but, Sir, I muſt 
obſerve, that ſomething like this appears to be 
taught in the very words of the inſtitution; ſo that a 
plain and ſimple Chriſtian might be led (even upon 
your own principle, of being determined in judging, 
of the Lord's Supper by the expreſs words of ſcrip- 
ture relating to it) to conſider the death of Chriſt as 
an atonement for ſin, and to commemorate it at his 
table in this view. For obſerve, our Lord himſelf. 
expreſsly ſays of the ſacramental bread, © This is my 
% body, which IS GIVEN FOR YOU,” and of 
the wine, This is my blood of the New Teſtament 
« WHICH IS SHED FOR MANY FOR THE 
« REMISSION OF SINS.” I am at a loſs, and fo 
are many of your readers, what idea we are to affix 
to theſe words, if not that which I have mentioned; 
and it would have been charity in you to have told us 
what is the true one, Nay, I will add, juſtice to 
your ſubject required it; ſince, tho? it could not be 

cted from you to conſider any doctrine as taught 
in the Lord's Supper which you do not believe to be 
a doctrine of ſcripture, your profeſſed deſign, in 


writing upon the ſubject, was to give a ſcriptural 


view of it, and particularly to explain thoſe paſſages 
of ſcripture which immediately relate to it, with this 
expreſs view, of pointing out the ſeveral abuſes of 


42 tenets of Sociuus have not yet been admitted," (which are 
y far the moſt numerous), the death of Chriſt is conſidered as a 
itiatory ſacrifice, and that the remembrance in this 
view is looked upon as one principal deſign of the Lord's Su 
per. In further vindication of your omitlion, you ſay, If I 
de have not, in my ſhort treatiſe on the Lord's Supper, entered 
* into ſo particular a diſcuſſion of what Chriſt did and ſuffered 
„ for the good of men, it was becauſe it was not my profeſſed 
« ſubject. I took it for granted my readers knew what Chriſt 
« had done and ſuffered.” To this apology I think the fol- 
lowing part of my letter a ſufficient reply. 


5 this 


this ordinance with which the Diſſenters are charge- 
able, and of curing them of their unſeriptural and 
ſuperſtitious notions concerning it. We well know, 
that you judge the commemoration of the death of 
Chriſt as an atonement or ſacrifice for ſin, to be no 
part of the deſign of the Lord's Supper, becauſe this 
notion of his death you deny to be a true one; 
and if there had been nothing in the texts you 
have produced as the only ones relating to this ordi- 
nance, which ſeemed to favour this notion of the 
death of Chriſt, you would have had a plauſible rea- 
ſon for declining to take notice of it. But ſeeing 
this idea of it is ſo commonly entertained by com- 
municants, and they think they have ſo ſtrong an 
argument for it in the very words of the inſtitution, it 
is exceedingly ſtrange, that you ſhould not have at- 
tempted to remove an opinion fo irrational as this 
— be in your eſteem, by giving the true ſenſe of 
thoſe words which I have juſt referred to, which tend 
ſo much to confirm it, and whioh, according to you, 
are ſo generally perverted; as you could not but 
know what the ſenſe commonly put upon them is: 
and you could not overlook the paſſage, becauſe 
you have tranſcribed it as one of thoſe by which our 
notions of the Lord's Supper are to be formed. 
Some of your readers, perhaps, may be ſo uncan- 
did as to conjecture, that it was the wiſeſt way to 
take no notice of the words which I ſpeak of, be- 
cauſe you could not eaſily give them a ſenſe conſiſt- 
ent with the general language of the New Teſta- 
ment, without admiting a doctrine which you have 
diſcarded; from your creed. Let me deſire you, Sir, 
to read theſe words again with impartiality, and ſay 
whether they do not contain ſomething ſo like it, as 
that plain and. artleſs Chriſtians might eaſily be ſup- 
poſed to think it a fſcripture-truth, and intimately 
connected with the Lord's Supper. | 
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which I think he has given a very rational and ſatis- 


18 Diſenter's Auſiver to Dr. Prieſtley. 
But there is another view in which this ordinance 
has been conſidered, which you have not merely 
omitted to mention in your account of the deſign of 
it, but which, in another part of your work, you 
have excepted againſt, viz. as a fign and ſeal of the co- 
venant of grace, Not to mention this, in ſpeaking of 
the nature and end of the ordinance, appears to me as 
unaccountable an omiſſion as the other, ſince this is as 
expreſsly aſſerted in the very words of the inſtitution 
as the former. But to ſpeak of this as ſuperſtitious 


(which you do in a ſubſequent paſlage) is more aſto- 


niſhing, ſince it appears to my reaſon exceedingly 
rational as well as ſcriptural. But to paſs over thoſe 
words of the inſtitution which are the foundation of 
this notion of it, in abſolute ſilence, and not hint at. 
any meaning, is highly unpardonable. The words which 
I refer to are thoſe of our Saviour to his diſciples, 
when he gave them the cup. © This,” ſays he (accord- 
ing to Matthew) is MY BLOOD OF THE NEW 
TESTAMENT” or Covenant. Or (as Mark has 
it) THIS 18 THE NEW TESTAMENT (or Co- 
venant) IN MY BLOOD. Upon this paſſage, in 
connection with many others, 1s grounded that notion 
of the Lord's Supper which I have juſt now men- 
tioned, as a ſign and feal of the covenant of grace. 
This you are pleaſed (p. 30) to call Spenſtitian, as it 
is repreſented. in the Articles of the Church of Eng- 
land, and in the Aſſembly's Catechiſm; which, by t 
way, you uncandidly, (and I will take upon me to 
ſay, falſely) call, the Standards of Faith in the 
« Church of England and among many Diffenters.” 
I know no Proteſtants who have any ſtandard of faith 
but the Bible. And I am quite at a loſs to ſee what 


there is ſuperſtitious in either of the paſſages which 


you have quoted from either of thefe forms of doc- 
ine. For a vindication of the: twenty-fifth article 
of the church, I refer you to Mr. VENx's piece, in 


factory 
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; factory dne. The anſwers in the Aſſembly's Cates 
chiſm, I will undertake to vindicate from your charge. 
A Sacrament is defined to be © An holy ordinance 
„ inftitured by Chriſt, wherein, by ſenſible ſigns, 
„ Chriſt and the benefits of the new covenant are re- 
« preſented, ſealed and applied to believers.” And 
the Lord's Supper is ſaid to be A ſacrament where 
& in, by giving and receiving bread and wine accord- 
© ing to briſt's appointment, his death is ſhewed 
„forth, and the worthy receivers are, not after a 
t corporal and carnal manner, but by faith, made 
** partakers of his body and blood with all his bene- 
& fits, to their ſpiritual nouriſhment and growth in 
grace.“ The ſenſe of both theſe anſwefs ſeems to 
me plainly contained, or at leaſt*deducible, from the 
very words of our Lord himſelf, * This (i. e. the 
* bread) is my body — this (i. e. the wine) is my 
© blood of the new covenant, or the new covenant in 
my blood.“ To what could our Lord be ſuppoſed 
to refer in ſpeaking of the new covenant, but to that 
which is ſpoken of in the Catechiſm, and which is 
commonly called he covenant of grace. This phraſeo- 
logy I know is puritanical, but it is truly ſcriptural, 
and even ſeparate from that conſideration appears to 
me the fitteſt that could be uſed to expreſs that new 
and moſt gracious compact into which God has con- 
deſcended to enter with penitent ſinners. that believe 
in his Son; which he has revealed in the goſpel, and 
in which he has ſolemnly engaged to beſtow upon all 
ſuch perſons pardon and ſalvation. Of this covenant 
Chriſt is repreſented in ſcripture as the Mediator, and 
his blood as the ſeal. It is expreſsly called © the blood 
* of the covenant. Now let me aſk any reaſonable 
perſon, in what ſenſe the Vine in the Lord's Supper 
can be called the new covenant in Chriſt's blood, or 
his blood of the new covenant, if it be not ſuppoſed 


the emblem of that blood of Jeſus by which the co- 
C 2 yenatif 
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20 Diſenter's Anſwer to Dr. Prieſtley. 
venant of God's grace was ratified and confirmed. I 
cannot conceive of any other poſſible ſenſe than this, 
and this appears an highly rational one. But what 
uſeful purpole 1s this emblem deſigned to anſwer, 
unleſs it is to be conſidered as a ſtanding memorial in 
the church to the end of time, that the covenant of 

race is confirmed and unchangeable, and that accord- 
ing to it thoſe who repent and believe in every nation 
and age of the world may hope for juſtification and 
eternal life. And for what end is it that the bread 
and wine are to be received by every member of the 
church, if not to repreſent their receiving and apply- 
ing to themſelves the bleſſings of the covenant, or in 
other words of the ſame import, their receiving Chriſt 
and partaking of his body and blood for their ſpiritual 
nouriſhment. It is in theſe laſt expreſſions, I ſup- 
poſe, that the ſuperſtition you ſpeak of is chiefly con» 
tained. But need I to remind Dr. Prieſtley that they 
are metaphorical expreſſions, and ſuch as Chriſt him- 
ſelf has thought proper to uſe? The particular vin- 
dication of them, however, will better ſuit a ſubſe- 
quent part of the work, in which I may have occa- 
ſion to conſider others near a-kin to them which you 
have excepted againſt. 

To conclude this letter : what I have been endea- 
vouring to prove is this, that the deſign of the Lord's 
art is, to afford us a perpetual 
memorial of Chriſt in his ſeveral characters and offi- 
ces, particularly of his death, and this more eſpe- 
cially as a ſacrifice for ſin, and as a ſeal of the co- 
venant of grace ; on which account the Lord's Sup- 

er itſelf may be conſidered as a ſign and a ſeal of 
the bleſſings of that covenant to all who comply 
with the requirements of it; or, in other words, to 
all who believe and repent. So that the bleſſed Je- 
hovah, who was offended by the fins of men, may 
be conſidered as addreſſing himſelf in this ordinance 


o all the worthy receivers of it, in ſuch language as 


this : 


2008S T1 oY 0. 08 
this: © Come unto me, and be ye ſaved. I, even 
I, am he that blotteth out your iniquities. I have 
<« laid help upon one that is mighty: I have found 
« a ranſom. Who is he that ſhall condemn ? , Chriſt 
has died. See here the lively memorials of his 
« death. This bread is the emblem of that body of 
« his which was broken for you: this wine, of his 
ce blood which was ſhed for many for the remiſſion 
of ſins. By that blood my covenant of mercy 
« was ſealed. In giving you this wine, I preſent 
you with a ſolemn token of this truth, that with 
me there is mercy and plenteous redemption, and I 
“ alſo ſeal the bleſſing to all who are diſpoſed by faith 
eto receive it.” If this be ſuperſtition, 1t is ſuch as 
is patronized by one whom, I ſhould imagine, you 
would not heſitate to admit among the number of ra- 
tional divines, I mean Dr. Tavron, the late pro- 
feſlor of divinity at Warrington. His paraphraſe on 
the words of our Lord on delivering the cup, is as 
follows: This cup of wine is a repreſentation of 
ce the New Teſtament, covenant, grant of favour, 
* or deed of gift, which God of his infinite mercy 
« hath freely beſtowed on a ſinful periſhing world, 
and which is founded in the merit of my blood. 
« —Qur Lord expreſsly tells us, that his blood (or 
perfect obedience) repreſented by the wine, is to be 
* conlidered as ſtanding in relation to the New Te- 
* ſtament, or covenant of grace; and conſequently, 
in this reſpect, is to be conſidered as the object of 
joy and exultation. After explaining this, he 
goes on to add, © This is the delicious wine, the 
* rich cordial of which we drink in the Lord's Sup- 
« per. And all theſe ineſtimable bleſſings God be- 
„ ſtows: with all the affection and tenderneſs of a 
father to his children, with all the kindneſs of a 
friend to the objects of his love. To ſinners, to 
the greateſt of penitent ſinners, he gives liberally ; 


* he pardons abundantly ; and hath appointed this 
C3 Vd ordinance 


** 


* 


22 Diſſenter s Anſwer to Dr. Prieſtley, 

* ordinance as a TOKEN and SEAL of his cove- 
* nant, for the perpetual memory of the riches of 
his goodneſs, that we might have ſtrong conſola- 
. lation, and drink abundantly of the rivers of his 
2 pleaſures “.“ | | 


# Taylor's Scriptuze-account of the Lord's Supper, zd edit. 
P: 55+ 57+ 6. | 
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Rev. SI R, 


N the preceding Letter we have ſeen, what is re- 
preſented on God's part by the elements of bread 
and wine in the Lord's Supper. Let us now enquire 
what 1s profeſſed on OUR part in receiving them. 
The anſwer to this queſtion will be determined, in 
a great meafure, by that which was given to the for- 
mer; for our profeſſions muſt certainly correſpond 
with God's declarations, and our views 1n receiving 
the ordinance, with God's deſign in appointing it. 
The queſtion now to be conſidered divides itſelf into 
two parts, viz. What a perſon profeſſes concerning 


his faith, and what he declares with reſpe& to his 


diſpoſitions and general conduct. I will conſider 
each of them ſeparately. With regard to the for- 
mer, | 
You tell us, Sir, (p. 32.) that © the only Opinion 
* which is declared by receiving the Lord's Supper 
« is, That Chriſt is a Teacher ſent from God.” I 
can hardly ſuppoſe that you meant what your words 
literally import, or that you will follow the aſſertion 
into all its conſequences ; for upon this principle a 
Mahometan might with propriety attend this ord1- 
nance, ſince the Koran itſelf teaches that Chriſt was 
a great Prophet or a Teacher ſent from God, tho' 
Mahomet 1s declared to be greater than he. Where- 
as this is an ordinance peculiar to Chriſtianity, and 
of ſuch a nature as that none could attend it with 
G6 pro- 
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propriety but Chriſtians, who acknowledge no other 
Maſter than Chriſt. This I am perſuaded you will 
readily acknowledge; and you add in the next 

words, © it is a profeſſion of a man's being ſimply a 
« Chriſtian,” but the contrary will follow — your 
firſt aſſertion; your definition of a Chriſtian therefore, 
as a perſon who believes Chriſt to be a Teacher ſent 
from God, is a very imperfect one, fince according to 
this a Mahometan has a right to the Chriſtian name, 
That man alone, Sir, can properly be called a Chriſtian, 
whoſe Faith is peculiar to chriſtianity ; who believes 

_ ſomething different from what perſons of other reli- 
gions believe; or elſe wherein does the difference be- 
tween a Chriſtian and any other man conſiſt? What, 
for inſtance, diſtinguiſhes a Chriſtian from a Maho- 
metan ? What, but the belief of ſome things which the 
other rejects, viz. the leading doctrines of the Old and 
New Teſtament, as of divine revelation ; particularly 
'thoſe which reſpect Jzsus CurisT in his relation to 
mankind as ſinful creatures, which no other religion 
Teaches. Could that man properly be called a diſ- 
'ciple of Mahomet, or of Socrates, or any other teacher 
of religion or philoſophy, who merely aſſented to this 
propoſition, that he taught the truth, without knowing 
or believing what he taught, or without believing 
thoſe doctrines of his which were peculiar to himſelf ? 
How then can any one with propriety be called a 
Chriſtian, without knowing and aſſenting to thoſe doo- 
trines which Chriſt taught, which are peculiar to his 
Teligion. But if ſuch a perſon could not be called a 
Chriſtian, he certainly could have no right to the 
Lord's Supper, becauſe by your own acknowledge- 
ment that ordinance is peculiar to Chriſtians. It ne- 

ceſſarily follows, therefore, that thoſe who attend 

that ordinance (I mean with propriety) profeſs ſome 
other opinion beſides that which you mention, © that 
„ Chriſt is a teacher ſent from God,” viz.. the lead- 
ing doctrines which he taught, If you ſhould fay, 

870 x | that 
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that by this expreſſion, you meant to include the be- 
lief 7 thoſe general truths which Chriſt, as a teacher 
from God, has revealed; and that the ſcripture often 
ſpeaks of believing Feſus to be the Chriſt, as of the 
ſame import with being 'a Chriſtian ; I anſwer, that 

our expreſſion, 1s by: no means equivalent to this: 
believing Jeſus:to be a teacher ſent from God, is far 
ſhort of believing him-to be the Chriſt, ſince the for- 
mer character of him may be applied to all the Pro- 
phets and Apoſtles, yea even to Miniſters of the pre- 
ſent day. But not to inſiſt upon the inaccuracy of 
your expreſſion; and admitting that you meant by it 
as much as © ed that Jeſus 1s the true Meſſiah, 
the Son of God,” if you really intended to include 
all that the ſcripture includes in the like expreſſion, 
or the diſtinguiſhing doctrines of chriſtianity, the 
paſſage referred to is impertinent, ſince nobody will 
aſſert the contrary. . Chriſtians of all perſuaſions 
maintain that receiving the Lord's Supper is a pro- 
feſſion of chriſtianity, or of their belief of thofe 
doctrines which are peculiar to it, and none, that 
ever I heard of, ſuppoſe it a profeſſion of ſuch opi- 
nions as are no eſſential parts of it, how much ſoever 
they may be miſtaken in judging what are ſo. Ir is 
unneceſſary for me here to ſay what I eſteem ſuch, 
tho* it were eaſy to mention ſome which all that call 
themſelves Chriſtians acknowledge neceffary to br 
believed in order to entitle any one to the Chriſtian 
name, and which you will not heſitate to pronounce 
of this kind. But this I muſt maintain, that whatſo- 
ever are theeſſential doctrines of the Chriſtian religion, 
they are virtually profeſſed in that ordinance in which 
a perſon profeſſes himſelf a Chriſtian : for a Chriſtian 
without believing any of the doctrines of Chriſtianity 
is a kind of being : of which I can form no idea. 

I have only one thing to add here, which is an in- 
ference that ſeems naturally to follow from what has 
been ſaid: viz. that whatſoever doctrine any Chriſtian 
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ſociety look upon to be eſſential to chriſtianity, they 
have a right to refuſe communion to thoſe who deny 
itz for otherwiſe, they muſt receive thoſe whom they 
do not eſteem as Chriſtians, with whom they could 
have no more commnnion than Chrift hath with 
Belial. But of this more hereafter. | 


. ». Let us now enquire what a perſon is ſuppoſed to 


declare, by his attending the Lord's Supper, with 
reſpect to his moral diſpaſitions and conduct. As you 
have not laid together your thoughts on this head, 
will give me leave to collect them. And I will 
firſt take notice of what you ſay is not declared in this 
ordinan ce. 
It is not, my brethren (ſay you, p. 30.) a decla- 
* ration of any extraordinary degree of ſanctity that 
« you make, when you attend the Lord's Supper.” 
I don't know any, Sir, who will fay it is; if by extra- 
ordinary ſanflity you mean, as your words import, 
greater degrees of purity than are common to good 
and pious men in general. In thoſe Books upon 
the Lord's Supper which you moſt except againſt, 
it is generally repreſented as equally belonging to 
all conſiſtent Chriſtians ; to all whoſe © converſation is 
as becometh the goſpel,” tho' their attainments in faith 
and holineſs be imperfect. Nay this imperfection is 


often urged as an argument to attend the Lord's 


Supper, as an important means of confirmation and 
growth in grace. — If, by extraordinary ſanctity, you 
mean, ſuch purity of heart and life as is eſſential to 
denominate a man a real chriſtian, (which, conſider- 
ing the characters of the generality of thoſe who 
by the Chriſtian name, may be called extraordinary) 
I mult own there are ſome tew in the preſent day who 
have ſo much of the Puritan ſtill in them as to con- 
ſider this as one thing virtually profeſſed in attending 
the Lord's Supper, and as a neceſſary qualification 
for coming to this ordinance. I am not aſhamed to 
acknowledge myſelf of this number; and J propofe 
2 in 
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in another place to defend the opinion againſt what 
you have advanced in oppoſition to it. But I dif- 
miſs it at preſent, partly becauſe it will better come 
under conſideration hereafter, and partly becauſe 1 
am not clear that you meant in this place to oppoſe it. 

Again; you ſay (p. 32.) It is not a profeſſion 
“of a perſon's attachment to any particular ſect or 
* denomination of Chriſtians.” It is readilygranted 
this could not be the original or ultimate deſign of it, 
ſince in the primitive times, Chriſtians knew no other 
name than that common one, and had no diviſions 
amongſt them, becauſe they were, in the main, all of 
one mind. Nor are any weak enough to think that 
this is the principal end of the ordinance now. But 
it certainly is an accidental one; and I cannot con- 
ceive but that it muſt neceſſarily be ſo, ſince ſuch 
differences in ſentiment have taken place in the 
church, and ſuch different modes of worſhip have 
been adopted, as are incompatible with each other, 
as are inconſiſtent with uniformity or even with union 
in worſhip (what room ſoever there may be for the 
mutual exerciſe of charity) and ſuch as render it ne- 
ceſſary to divide into ſeparate ſocieties. It certainly 
cannot be a matter of abſolute indifference what men 
believe, or in what manner the publick worſhip of 
God is conducted. It cannot therefore be indifferent 
with what ſociety J unite. If the principles of any 
one denomination of Chriſtians, and their mode of 
_— appear to me by far more rational ſcriptn- 
ral and edifying than thoſe of other ſects, ſurely it is 
my wiſdom and my duty ſtatedly to unite with ſuch 
a fociety, not merely for my own edification, but alſs 
to bear my teſtimony to whar I Judge to be the truth, 
and againſt what I conſider as groſs corruptions of 
chriſtianity. But where ſhall I receive the Lord's 
Supper? Where, but with thoſe whom I eſteem the 
pureſt ſet of Chriſtians ? not merely becauſe commu- 
nicating with others, (ſhould they permit it) would 

PET * | appear 
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appear to be countenancing erroneous doctrines and 
practices, and unſcriptural terms of communion (and 
there are many which you, Sir, conſider in that light) 
but it would really be a tacit approbation of them. 
In what way could a perſon more ſtrongly declare 
that he belonged to this or that particular ſect, than 
by conſtantly joining with them in worſhip (I mean 
where other places of worſhip were near) and par- 
taking with them, in their way, of the Lord's Sup- 
per? Your own remark (p. 21.) upon that paſſage in 
which Paul reproves the Corinthians for partaking 
of the heathen ſacrifices 1s a confirmation of what I 
ſay. Ye cannot (ſays the Apoſtle) drink the cup 
of the Lord and the cup of devils ; ye cannot 
< partake of the Lord's table and the table of devils. 
Your remark is this: The whole meaning of this 
1 paſſage is, that joining in idolatrous worſhip is the 
* fame thing as renouncing chriſtianity.” That is, 
this is not only the commonly received, but the na- 
tural, language of the action. By the ſame rule it 
may be ſaid, that ſtatedly joining in worſhip at all, 
(eſpecially receiving the ſacramental bread and wine) 
with any that I judge a corrupt ſet of Chriſtians, is 
tacitly renouncing what I conſider as true chriſtianity. 
An approbation of the diſtinguiſhing tenets and 

ractices of any one ſet of Chriſtians is not only, as 
you allow, the commonly received, but the real and 
natural language of frequent communion with them. 
Nor does it appear to me at all foreign to, or much 
leſs inconſiſtent with, the original and grand deſign 
of the Lord's Supper, to conſider and acknowledge 
my receiving it ſtatedly with one particular denomi- 
nation of Chriſtians, as a proof that I am, in ihe main, 


of their perſuaſion, while I receive the ordinance itſelf 


as a proof that I am a Chriſtian. 

Having thus conſidered what you aſſert is not, I 

will now attend to what you ſay 7s, profeſſed in the 

Lord's Supper. < 40 
8 On 
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On this head you expreſs yourſelf thus: The 
te utmoſt that can fairly be inferred by any juſt con- 
<« ſequence from the nature of the ordinance is, that 
<« ſince the cuſtom is peculiar to Chriſtians, it may be 
« conſidered as an open declaration of a man's chri- 
« ſtianity.. The language of it will then be this: 
« By joining in this ſolemn action in remembrance 
60 of Chriſt, I declare myſelf a Chriſtian, and reſolve 
<« by the grace of God to live and die as becomes a 
* Chriſtian : for (ſay you) a reſolution to behave as 
* becomes a Chriſtian is the neceſſary conſequence of 
« an honeſt man's declaring himſelf to be one.” (p. 
30.) Upon this paſſage I beg leave to make the fol- 
lowing remarks. The firſt is, that this account of the 
matter is much more than I can find in any paſſage of 
ſcripture, treating directly of the Lord's Supper. 
You do not, indeed, pretend that it is expreſſed in any 
of the texts which you had before quoted, but you 
infer this general account of it, as a profeſſion of one's 
chriſtianity, from the nature of the ordinance, and from 
that inference deduce this further particular, that it is 
a profeſſion of a reſolution to live as becomes a Chriſtian. 
I have no objection, Sir, to either of theſe inferences, 
believe them to be juſt : but in having recourſe to 
them, I muſt remark, that you forgot the grand prin- 
ciple which you adopted from Biſhop Hoaaly, that we 
are to be guided by the words of ſcripture relating to 
the ordinance, and that Chriſt and his Apoſtles have 
decided all matters relating to it with ſufficient clear- 
neſs. If you reſerve to yourſelf a right to infer any 
thing from what you apprehend the nature of the 
ordinance, you give us a great advantage againſt 
you, by leaving ug alſo at liberty to infer any thing 
which we think juſtly deducible from what we judge 
to be the true nature of the inſtitution ; unleſs you 
deny us the liberty which you claim to yourſelf. Let 
us then no more hear it ſaid, this or that does not be- 


long to the Lord's Supper, becauſe it is not fully ex- 
| preſſed 
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prefied in the paſſages which you have cited as the 
only ones relating to it, ſince this is equally true with 
reſpect to your own account of it. But I muſt fur- 
ther-remark, that what you infer from the nature of 
the ordinance concerning the profeſſion made in it, is 
inconſiſtent with the main drift of your work, which 
to me appears to be this, viz. to prove that the Lord's 
Supper is only a publick declaration of a man's chri- 
ſtianity, or his belief that Jeſus is a teacher ſent from 
God, and that therefore ALL, who in this gencral ſenſe 
are Chriſtians, ought to attend this ordinance. That 
this 1s your ſentiment is ſufficiently evident from 
tach- paſſages as thoſe, p. 28, 32, 42, &c. ſome of 


which I ſhall have occaſion hereafter to quote. But 


it 1s notoriouſly inconſiſtent with this ſentiment to ſay, 
as you do here, that the language of the action in re- 
ceiving the Lord's Supper is, I reſolve to live and 
die like a Chriſtian.” This is ſaying much more 
than that «I am a chriſtian,“ in that ſenſe of the ex- 
preſſion which you have elſewhere given, and there 
are many perſons who can truly ſay the one, who are 
very far from being able with — to ſay the other. 
You add in vindication of this, for a reſolution ta 
« behave as a Chriſtian is the neceſſary conſequence 
* of an honeſt man's declaring he is one.” I muſt 
own I can ſee no neceſſary connection between theſe 
two. A man may very honeſtly declare that he is a 
Chriſtian in your general ſenſe of the word, viz. that 
he believes Chriſt to be a teacher ſent from God, 
without any reſolution or intention to act according 
to that belief. What you have aſſerted in another 


place (p. 43.) is undoubtedly true, * that receiving 
the Lord's Supper, which is the ſame thing as ſay- 


ing in the face of the world 7 am a Chriftian, cer- 
* tainly:mplics an obligation to live as becomes a Chri- 
« ſtian.” All indeed who believe that Jeſus is the 
Chriſt, are (as you further obſerve) under an obliga- 
tion to live according to ſuch a belief, whether they 
| declare 
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declare it. or not. But is an obligation the ſame thing 
as a reſolution ? In my apprehenſion they are as diffe- 
rent as a ſenſe of duty, and the practice of it. Give 
me leave to obſerve, it is your confounding theſe that 
has led you into a miſtake which runs thro? your per- 
formance, by which your readers are liable to, be be- 
wildered. If you had aſſerted that an attendance 
upon the Lord's Supper implies a profeſſion of obliga- 
tion to live like a Chriſtian, bat would have agre 
very well with your main principle, that all who be- 
lieve in Jeſus as the Meſſiah have a right to this or- 
dinance, and with your general account of it as a 
profeſſion of a man's chriſtianity. But a reſolution to 
live and die like a Chriſtian is a profeſſion which all 
ſuch perſons cannot make. It therefore follows, 
either that ſuch a reſolution is not implied in attend- 
ing this ordinance, or elſe that a mere belief that Jeſus 
is the Chriſt is not, as you have aſſerted, the only 
qualification for it ; for thoſe who have only this be- 
lief, but no ſuch reſolution as you mention, by at- 
tending this ordinance, in which that reſolution is pro- 
feſſed, do profeſs a lie. In a word, if an attendance 
upon the Lord's Supper implies a reſolution to live 
and die as becomes a Chriſtian, it implies every thing 
which we contend for as neceſſary in a worthy com- 
municant, and may be conſidered as including all 
thoſe pious diſpoſitions and devout exerciſes of the 
mind which we aſſert this ordinance requires. What 
they are, I am now particularly to ſhew. | 
And here I muſt proceed according to the rule 
which you have adopted, viz. inferring from the 
nature of the ordinance. I have already ſhewed 
that it is a memorial of Chriſt, in general ; par- 
ticularly of his death; and among other views of 
it, as a ſacrifice for ſin; and that it is alſo a 
or ſeal of the covenant of grace. I infer then from 
this account, that thoſe who with propriety at- 
tend the ordinance, ſo as to anſwer the deſign of 
it, ſeriouſly remember the Lord Jeſus Chrilt accord- 


ing 


"4 - * 4 wow, TD 

* — * N 1 * 

a WP — 4 - 2 1 1 | 
1 * a * 
* oy "_— \ = ws 
—— = — . - 4 . — — —__ — 

— — IJ . — 

3 Lg E 


my — - 8 x”. — W » 
8 12888 9 A 
—— — — — — —— 8 a 


- — 2 ** 


I -— 2 
1 ; 


— . = ä 
wy . 
- * f 
F 


22 
— 
— wow 2 —— — 


_ 


. . 9 OA 4 - > 
0 2 rr 


J 
| 
* 
| 
i 
' 
Ti 


3e Diſenters Anſiver fo Dr. Prieſtley. 


ing to his ſeyeral. characters and offices: that they 
Sar recollect what he did and ſuffered for 
their ſakes, and that love of his which was the 
ſpring of all: That they profeſs their faith in the effi- 
cacy of his death to put away ſin, their cordial ap- 
probation of that method of ſalvation which God has 
appointed thro' the blood of his croſs, and (as finful 
miſerable creatures) their thankful acceptance of di- 
vine mercy thro* this blefſed mediator. —And where- 
as Chriſt ſpeaks of the wine as the new covenant in his 
blood, or the emblem of that blood by which the 
covenant of grace was confirmed, and as ſuch, a ſign, 
token, or pledge of the bleſſings of that covenant 
imparted to all the faithful; I infer, that thoſe who 
receive this cup aright, thankfully acknowledge their 
obligations to divine mercy for thoſe covenant bleſ- 
ſings, expreſs their own cordial acceptance of them 
upon the terms on which they are offered, and as 
parties 1n'this covenant, ſolemnly declare their hearty 


compliance with the requirements of it; that is to 


ſay, that they repent of ſin, that they believe in 
Chrift, that they obey his goſpel, and devote them- 
ſelves to God thro* him, with an hearty reſolution to 
be for ever his; to be and do and bear whatſoever he 
would have them. Theſe are the requirements of the 
goſpel covenant from all who partake of the bleſſings 
of it. The Lord's Supper is the ſign or ſeal of this 
covenant in both theſe views. God, by giving bread 
and wine, declares his free donations of theſe bleſſings 
upon faith and repentance. We, by receiving it, de- 
clare our acceptance of them upon theſe terms: that 
is to ſay, that we believe and repent; for without this, 
they cannot be received. To this I muſt add, that 
by partaking of this ordinance in, a ſocial manner, 
with the members of Chriſt's. church, we profeſs our 
relation to them as brethren, our e for them as 
ſuch, and our conſent to all the duties of this relation: 


that we will perform any offices of Kindneſs for them 


E EKT TFF NU„»“„IJs e 
as they ſhall have need and we opportunity; will 
readily give or receive friendly exhortations and re- 
proofs as there ſhall be occaſion, and peaceably ſub- 
mit to that diſcipline which Chriſt has wiſely appoint- 
ed in his church. That ſuch a relation to the church 
of Chriſt is implied in attending the Lord's Supper 
is evident from what Paul expreſsly aſſerts on this 
head (1 Cor. x. 17.) We being many are one bread 
and one body, for we are all partakers of that one 
bread.“ As to the particular duties of this relation 
which I have mentioned, they ſo naturally reſult from 
it, and are ſo plainly laid down in ſcripture, that it is 
unneceſſary to attempt the proof of them. is 
Now from this account of the nature of the ordi- 
nance and the conſequent profeſſion implied in it, we 
may judge who are they that © eat this bread and 
drink this cup unworthily ;* and ſo we ſhall be led 
to the next enquiry, which is indeed intimately con- 
nected with this, —By whom this Rite is to be cele- 
brated. | NE | 
You tell us in effect, that in the preſent day, no per- 
ſons can receive this ordinance unworthily : for hav- 
ing quoted Paul's reproof of the Corinthians for their 
indecent behaviour at the Lord's table, you ſubjoin 
the following remark : All the cenſure that St. 
« Paul paſſes upon unworthy communicants, I 
* would obſerve by the way, relates wholly to ſuch a 
manner of receiving this ordinance as is no where 
“ practiſed at this day in any chriſtian country. His 
cenſures therefore are evidently ſuch as no Chriſti- 
ans at this day can apply to themſelves.” Let us ſee 
what thoſe cenſures are. He ſays * this is not to eat 
the Lord's Supper —inſinuates that they cat and 
* drank unworthily'—that they did © nat diſcern the 
Lord's body —and that they were .* guilty of the 
bodand blood of the Lord.” He therefore ſpeaks of 
them as eating and drinking judgement to them- 
. * ſelves—and- as coming together unto” condemna- 
DIO tion.“ 
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tion.“ In the former of theſe clauſes he repreſents 
their fault; in the latter the bad conſequences of it. 
But neither of theſe appear to me of ſuch a nature as 
to be applicable to none but thoſe Corinthians. As 
to the cenſure which the Apoſtle paſſes upon them, he 
does not ſo much as inſinuate that they were guilty of 


ſuch a manner of receiving the Lord's Supper as was 


the only poſſible abuſe of it ; ſo far from this, that he 
does not directly apply the charge of receiving this 
rite unworthily to them ; but after he had mentioned 


their indecent manner of celebrating it, gives them a a 
true account of the inſtitution, and concludes with a 


general admonition concerning the fin and danger of 
abuſing it, and a general exhortation with reſpect to a 
due approach to it. I have received of the Lord 
© Jeſus, &c.—. Wherefore whoſoever ſhall eat this 
© bread, and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily, 
* ſhall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. 
But let a man (i. e. every man) examine himſelf and 
© fo let hin eat &c. for he that (i. e. whoſoever) eat- 
* eth and drinketh unworthily eateth and drinketh 
© judgement to himſelf.” By the word unworthily is 
univerſally underſtood, a manner of receiving the or- 


dinance that is unſuitable to its nature and deſign. The 


the term is general, and may be applied to every 
poſſible abuſe of this inſtitution. And as general is 
that other part of the cenſure, this is not to eat 
the Lord's Supper.“ By the phraſe not diſcern- 
ing the Lord's body,“ the Apoſtle indeed particu- 


larly refers to the abuſe of the Corinthians; but it is 


eaſy to conceive of others to which it might as fitly 


be applied. As to thoſe claufes which relate to the bad 


conſequences of receiving the - ordinance unworthily, 


they may as eaſily be applied to every particular 


manner of doing ſo. Do you aſk me for any inſtan- 
ces of this kind which can be ſuppoſed to happen in 
the preſent day? Would to God we were at a loſs 
for any as groſs as the Corinthian irregularity ! You 

| * „ 
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yourſelf, Sir, have furniſhed me with ſeveral, which you 
call abuſes of this rite; a word which to me conveys 
much the ſame idea with receiving it unworthily. 
You tell us making the Lord's Supper a qualifica- 
tion for a civil office (p. 33.) is ſuch a baſe proſtitu- 
<« tionof it, that it becomes every perſon who has a juſt 
regard for the honour of religion to bear his teſti- 
* mony againſt it.” I would aſk whether a baſe pro- 
ſtitution of this rite, be not an expreſſion at leaſt 
equally ſtrong with that of the Apoſtle, eating and 
drinking unworthily ? The doctrine of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, and the adoration of the elements, you juſtly 
ſtile “a corruption of this inſtitution to a degree 
„ which would have exceeded the bounds: of credi- 
« bility, had it not remained in the church of Rome 
at this day as a monument of the utmoſt extrava- 
“ gance of the human imagination.” (p. 42.) And 
(p-.48.) you aſcribe to this * abſurd doctrine, horrid 
* conſequences.” I aſk you, Sir, whether this is to re- 
cerve the Lord's Supper? whether thoſe who thus 
conceive. of this ordinance can be ſaid to diſcern the 
Lord's body? or whether they are unjuſtly charged 
with eating unworthily ? You cannot ſurely anſwer in 
the negative; but if in the affirmative, you allow 
what you had before denied, that the Apoſtle's cen- 
ſure may be applied to others as well as to the Corin- 
thians. With as much reaſon may theſe ſeveral ex- 
preſſions be applied to all who entertain unworthy 
ſentiments of the ordinance, or attend upon it with 
baſe deſigns, or diſpoſitions unſuitable to it. 5 

To the ſame effect My. Venn had expreſſed himſelt 
in relation to your remark concerning the Apoſtle's 
cenſure of the Corinthians (p. 47.) But you tell 
him © you really did not expect that a remark, which 
you ſtill think extreamly juſt and obvious, would 
have been called in queſtion.” (p. 49.) And in 
the next page you add“ I appeal to common ſenſe, 
* and notwithſtanding your peculiar method of rea- 
ſoning about the matter («which 7 think net worth 
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* my while to examine, I abide by my firſt aſſertion.” 
Not to ſay any thing of the candour and humility which 
this laſt paſſage expreſſes, giye me leave, Sir, to ob- 
ſerve, that juſt and obvious as your remark may ap- 
pear to yourſelf, Mr. Venn was not quite fo ſingular 
in his general application of the Apoſtle's cenſure of 
the Corinthians as you imagine, for Biſhop Hoadly 
himſelf, whoſe -plan you have profeſſedly adopted, 
has expreſsly contradicted the ſentiment which you fo 


. confidently maintain, tho' Mr, Venn was ſo much 


miſtaken as to ſuppoſe you borrowed it from him: 

A circumſtance which may poſſibly have made you 
the more tenacious of. it. The. Biſhop's words are 
theſe : I donotcontine the guilt of eating and drink- 
« ing unworthily to the ſtrict imitation of the Corin- 
<. thjan ſinners in the one particular inſtance of their 
« indecency; but think it ought to be extended to 
all caſes, to which the Apoaſtle's argument drawn 
from the iuſtitution itſelf, by parity of reaſon, can 
reach. Whatever temper or behaviour at the time 


of eating and drinking is utterly unſuitable to the 


<. deſign of the duty, muſt, in its degree, come under 
* the cenſure of this paſſage *.” If you ſhould 
«6 think 1 it worth your while to examine this reaſon- 
ing,“ I ſhall hope to eſcape, in ſome degree, that 
contempt with which you have loaded Mr. Venn, and 


which I might otherwiſe have expected for attempting 
his defence. 


That the cenſure of the paſſage under conſideration 
is applicable to communicants in general who are de- 


ſtitute of true piety, I ſhall. be led to prove under the 
next head of enquiry, which I reſerve 45 the — 
of my next Letter. 


Jam, &c. 


* Hoadly's plain Accoant, p. 8. 
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Rev. SIR, 


I E next queſtion propoſed” to be conſidered 
(viz. by whom is the Lord Supper to be cele- 
brated) 1s ſo intimately connected with the laſt, that 
the anſwer which was given to that will determine 
what is to be given to this. Whatſoever profeſſion is 
implied in attending the ordinance, thoſe perſons and 
thoſe only ought to attend it who can with truth make 
that profeſſion. If receiving the Lord's Supper be 
only a declaration of a man's chriſtianity, then all 
who believe chriſtianity may and ought to receive 1t. 
But if this action implies a profeſſion of a practical 
regard to Chriſt and the goſpel, then thoſe alone who 
poſſeſs that qualification can with propriety engage 
in it. In the preceding letter I attempted to prove 
that the laſt ſuppoſition 1s the truth. I now procee! 
to juſtify the interence from it, and to examine what 
you have faid on this branch of the ſubje&. e. 
* Your anſwer to the queſtion now before us is as fol- 
lows: This rite is to be celebrated by all profeſſing 
„ Chriſtians, who are arrived at years of diſcretion. 
In nothing (ſay you) that I have read to you, (and 
I have read to you every thing that relates to it in 
the New Teſtament) can you find ary ether quali- 
& fication required [than profeſſing chriſtianity I 


« ſuppoſe you mean] and therefore what right have 
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* Chriſtians of this day to inſiſt upon any other?“ 
(p.28:) Give me leave to aſk you, Sir, what you 
mean by profeſſing chriſtianity. I muſt own myſelf at 
a loſs to conceive what is here meant by it, fince in 
the very next page you ſay © a previous declaration” 
(or profeſſion, for both the words are of the ſame im- 
port, and you yourſelf uſe them promiſcuouſly) ** of a 
«© man's Ng a Chriſtian, is by no means neceſſary. 
This action is itſelf the declaration, and a more ſo- 
% lemn one than any other.” You muſt excuſe me 
if I ſay theſe two paſſages are directly contrary to 
each other. Which of them you will abide by I 
muſt gueſs from the general ſtrain of your bqok. 
This leads me to fix upon the- latter, and therefore 
obliges me to correct your definition of the perſons 
duly qualified for the Lord's Supper by ſtriking out 
the word profeſſing, and reading it, all Chriſtians, i. e. 
all who believe that Jeſus is a teacher ſent from God, 
without regard to their moral character, ſave only 
{what you bethought yourſelf to add in a parentheſis, 
four pages afterwards, p. 33.) that they muſt be free 
from ſcandalous vices. That I have not miſrepreſent- 
ed your meaning appears plain from the following 
paſſage (among others) which I find under your head 
of abufes which have crept into this inſtitution, 
«© — Upon this, the terms of communion began to be 
more ſtrict, and a greater purity of heart and life 
* than was before required, was now thought abſo- 
5c lutely neceſſary.” (p. 42.) Youthen introduce Origen 
with evident diſapprobation as ſaying, ** It does not 
„belong to every one to eat af this. bread and drink 
gf this cup, They muſt have been both baptized, 
believe the articles of the Chriſtian faith, and ac- 
* cordingly live holy and pious lives.“ You go on, 
This advance being made, &c.” evidently-repre- 
fenting Origen's account of the matter as an innova- 
tion. I ſhall now lay before you my reaſons for be; 
heving it is the truth. e Ve n 

The 


7 


rr 


The firſt I ſhall mention is, that it beſt agrees with 
the nature of the ordinance, and the profeſſion implied 


in attending upon it. | | 
As to the ordinance itſelf, I have before attempted 
to prove that 1t contains a declaration on God's part 
of his readineſs to beſtow certain bleſſings purchaſed 
by his Son's death, and promiſed in the covenant of 
grace; which may all be conſidered as included in 
what our Lord mentions, in the words of the inſtitu- 
tion as the great end of his ſhedding his blood, The 
remiſſion of fins. Now it ſeems unreaſonable to ſup- 
poſe that any have a right to, or can with propriety 
receive, the outward ſigns of thoſe ſpiritual bleſſings, 
or the ſeal or token of that covenant in which they are 
contained, but thoſe who are intereſted in che bleſſings 
themſelves repreſented thereby : on the contrary ſup- 
poſition, they loſe their propriety and become deſti- 
tute of any meaning. But who are the perſons ſpe- 
cified in the new covenant as intereſted in the bleſſin 
of it? Not all that believe Jeſus is the Chriſt, nor 
any but ſuch as believe in him with the heart, as re- 
pent of ſin, and live according to the goſpel. It fol- 
lows therefore that only ſuch perſons as theſe are war- 
ranted to partake of the ſacramental bread and wine. 
Further; the Profeſion which is made in the par- 
ticipation of theſe elements is an additional (and to me 
a ſtriking) proof, that they belong only to real Chri- 
ſtians. A perſon who attends this ordinance, is ſup- 
poſed from the nature of it as above explained to pro- 
feſs (and if he attends it worthily means to protels) 
his grateful remembrance of Chriſt and the unſpeak- 
able benefits procured for finful men by his media- 
tion, particularly by his offering himſelf a ſacrifice 
for ſin ; his own chearful acceptance of thoſe benefits, 
upon the terms on which they are offered, his hearty 
approbation of the grand requirements of the goſpel 
covenant, and his om purpoſe to live according to 
them. No leſs than this you yourſelf, Sir, include in 
98 * D 4 this 
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this profeſſion when you ſay, © It implies a reſolution 
to live and die like a Chriſtian,” But can all that 
believe the truth of chriſtianity honeſtly make ſuch a a 
profeſſion ? Can thoſe make it, who do not heartily 
defire the bleſſings of the goſpel covenant, nor inward: 
ly relifh its requirements, nor even intend to comply 
with them? but who, on the contrary, are yet under 
the power of their ſins, if not of ſcandalous vices, yet 
of ſecret luſts, whoſe minds are carnal, and there- 
© fore at enmity with God ?* which indeed is the caſe 
with all unconverted perſons, whatever their outward 
behaviour may be. No mere nominal Chriſtian does 
or can thus reſolve. A reſolution of this nature ſup- 
poſes ſuch an hearty approbation of the laws of Chriſt, 
and ſuch a zealous attachment to him, as are the 
grand characteriſtics of a real Chriſtian, or a truly 
good man. 

This obſervation ſeems to me to deſtroy that diſ- 
tinction on which the author of the Plain Account has 
laid fo much ſtreſs, between a ,perſon's being himſelf 
worthy or pious, and his exerciſing dilpoſitions 
worthy of, or ſuited to the nature of the Lord's Sup- 
per. How an unholy man can exerciſe holy diſpoſi- 
tions is to me inconceivable, ſince that which conſti- 
tures a perſon holy er unholy, is his being poſſeſſed of, 
or his wanting, thoſe diſpoſitions which are required 
to be exerciſed in attending this inſtitution. 

There is another paſſage in your performance, in 
which you ſeem not only to allow the neceſſity of ex- 
erciſing pious diſpoſitions, but of poſſeſſing a pious 
character in order to have a right to the Lord's Sup- 
per. Speaking of the preparation neceſſary for it 
(p. 35.) you ſay, this act of religion only requires 
that ſerious and compoſed ſtate of mind, which is 
« a temper that a Goop Man, who never indulges 
« himſelf in any criminal exceſſes, habitually carries 
« about with him.” I ſhould be glad to know, Sir, 
What fort of a perſon you intend by a good man, if not 
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ſuch an one as I am endeavouring to prove is the 
only fit perſon to receive this ordinance. I cannot 
ſee; with what propriety a wicked man can be called 
by this name (and ſuch every man is, who is not 
holy in heart and life) or how any other than a real 
Chriſtian, can be ſaid © habitually to carry about 
« with him a ſerious: and compoſed ſtate of mind.“ 
In a word, I only contend for the neceſſity of ſuch 
qualifications in a communicant as you here deſcribe, 
Now if the exerciſe of fuch holy diſpoſitions as T 
have deſcribed, be neceſſary to intitle any one to the 
Lord's Supper, and be profeſſed in attending upon it; 
and if it be true that no unholy perſon can exerciſe 
them, not being poſſeſſed of them; I infer, that thoſe 
who attend the Lord's Supper while they remain un- 
holy, as they ſolemnly profeſs a falſehood, *© eat and 
drink unworthily ;* from whence it ſeems moſt 
clearly to follow, that all unholy perſons ought to re- 
frain from this ordinance till a thorough change takes 
place in them, leſt they *© eat and drink judgment to 
* themſelves :* unleſs it be ſuppoſed that it is better 
to receive unworthily, and declare what is abſolutely 
falſe, than wholly to neglect the ordinance ; which ap- 

pears to me too unreaſonable to need confutation. 
You apprehend that there is no danger in a per- 
ſon's coming to the Lord's table who is deſtitute of 
a truly chriſtian temper. If I be aſked (you ſay, P: 
<« 34.) whether it be not hazardous for a perſon of a 
* dubiousor indifferent character to receive the Lord's 
Supper, I anſwer, you may judge for yourſelves 
by conſidering, that receiving the Lord's Supper is 
« the ſame'thing as ſtanding up in the face of the 
World and ſaying Jam a Chriſtian.” You ought 
to have added, (and to make you conſiſtent I muſt 
ſuppoſe you intended to include,) what you had be- 
fore ſaid ſuch a declaration implied. And I reſolve 
* (by the grace of God) to live and die as becomes a 
«* Chriſtian.” You go on © This declaration cer- 
* tainly implies an obligation to live as becomes a 
- « Chriſtian, 
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«. Chriſtian, and therefore if the perſon who makes 
< it be a bad man, he will be more inexcuſable than 
« if he had not been a Chriſtian, and could not have 
% made that declaration.” That is not the matter in 
_debate, Sir : The queſtion to be decided is, whether 
a bad man, who by attending the Lord's Supper ſo- 
lemnly declares he is a Chriſtian, and not only obliged 
but reſolved to live like a Chriſtian, be not more inex- 
cuſable than one (in other reſpects equally bad) who 
had not made ſuch a declaration; or whether ſuch an 
one does not involve himſelf in greater guilt than he 
would - otherwiſe have been chargeable with. You 
proceed thus: but if a man be in fact a Chriſtian, 
* the obligation to a chriſtian-like behaviour is much 
Lethe ſame whether he declare his belief of chri- 
<< ſtianity before the world or not.“ That is to ſay, 
His declaring himſelf a Chriſtian in the moſt ſolemn 
manner poſſible, ſo as to profeſs his reſolution to live 
and die as becomes a Chriſtian, brings him. under no 
ſtronger obligation to a chriſtian-like behaviour than 
a mere private opinion that chriſtianity is a divine re- 
ligion, and ſuch a profeſſion in a bad man is no ag- 
gravation of his guilt. If this be true, it will follow, 
that it is impoſſible for a perſon by any profeſſion of 
religion to bring himſelf under a ſtronger obligation 
to an holy life, than the mere belief of chriſtianity 
brings him under, or to expoſe himſelf to greater 
- guilt, or more aggravated puniſhment than he would 
incur by diſobedience to the goſpel alone, without 
any profeſſion at all : which appears to me as con- 
trary to ſound reaſon, as I hope hereafter to ſhew it is 
to the common language of ſcripture. In order to 


illuſtrate and vindicate the paſſage quoted above, you 
| add 


This is not quite conſiſtent with p. 55, where you call upon 
us to frengthen this obligation by a public profeſſion.” Upon 
which (by the way) ſo much ſtreſs is laid throughout the New 
Teſtament, that thoſe who do not make it are excluded from the 
Chriſtian character. So that being iu fact a Chriſtian, and not 
*« declaring it to the world,” is a caſe not to be ſuppoſed. gee 
Mat. x. 32. Rom. x, 9, &c. 


Fr 
add, ** The one is only a more ſolemn thing than the 
other, but preciſely of the ſame nature. They 
6 differ only as a common aſſertion and an 
ce which are both, in a manner, of equal obligation 
e upon an honeſt man.” I was greatly at a loſs for 
ſome time to ſee the force of your reaſoning here, for 
want of knowing what are the two things between 
which you are making the compariſon. Thoſe im- 
mediately preceding are “ a man's declaring his be- 
« lief of chriſtianity to the world, and his not declar- 
* ingit.” For you next add, the one is only more 
* ſolemn than the other,” The mere abſurdity of 
ſuch a compariſon induced me (after ſeveral times 
reading the paſſage) to look back thro? the laſt ſen- 
tence of full ten lines, to the preceding; where I 
found what I ſuppoſe muſt be the things compared, 
viz. The receiving the Lord's Supper and ſtanding 
« up in the face of the world and ſaying, I am a Chri- 
« ftian.” Thele you ſay are the ſame thing. To theſe 
I imagine you muſt refer when you ſay, © The one 
is only a more ſolemn thing than the other.” But 
pray, Sir, does not the greater ſolemnity of any pro- 
feſſion proportionably increaſe the obligation to act ac- 
cording to it, and inhance the ſin of violating it? The 
Lord's Supper you ſay differs only from ſaying I am 
a Chriſtian as an oath differs from a common aſſertion. 
But is there no difference between theſe two? You 
allow the one is more ſolemn than the other ? It 1s 
univerſally eſteemed ſo, and therefore preferred for 
the greater ſecurity. -Is not the obligation to truth 
therefore, and the guilt of falſchood, greater in the 
former than in the latter? Suppoſing then that 
receiving the Lord's Supper were the ſame thing as 
ſtanding up in the face of the world and ſaying, I am 
a Chriſtian, ſince, as yourſelf allow, this is a more 
ſolemn way of making ſuch a declaration, there is 
a greater hazard” in a perſon's making it this way, 
who is „of a dubious or indifferent character,“ than 
in his merely ſaying he is a Chriſtian, I muſt _ 
would 
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would not adviſe a perſon of a dubious or indifferent 
character (eſpecially one whom I knew to be vg 


ons) to ſtand up in the face of the world and ſay, I 
am a Chriſtian ; much leſs to attend the Lord's Sup- 


per, tho I looked upon it as only laying the ſame 


thing in a more folemn manner. Would it not be 
adviſeable in ſuch an one to defer declaring his chri- 
ſtianity to the world, till his conduct ſhould ſpeak the 


ſame language? 


But 1 muſt diſſent from you when you ſay © the 
one is the ſame as the other,” and muſt here again 
beg leave to remind you, that you yourſelf have, in a- 
nother part of your book, pointed out an eſſential 
difference, where you tell us that attending the Lord's 
Supper is not merely declaring that a perſon is a 
Chriſtian, but that * he is re/o/ved to live and die as 
becomes a Chriſtian.” Now this declaration no one 
can with propriety make but a perſon who is ſo reſolv- 

ed. If therefore any one makes it who is not ſo re- 
ſolved, he is (as I have before ſhewed) guilty of aſolemn 
falſchood, he eats and drinks unworthily. Will you 
ſay then that a man of an indifferent character runs no 
greater hazard in attending this inſtitution, than he 


would in making a mere {imple declaration that he 
believed the goſpel? Theſe two things differ from 


each other, not as an oath differs from a common 
aſſertion, but as a perſon's declaring his belief of 
any truth, and his taking an oath that he will act 
ſuitably to ſuch a conviction. In confirmation 
of your opinion you further ſay, “ Beſides, com- 


«6 ing in a conſtant way to a place of Chriſtian 


e worſhip is, in fact, a publick declaration of a man's 
6 chriſtianity, and therefore lays him under the ſame 
obligation.“ This I mult beg leave to deny, ſince 
attending publick worſhip is no where in ſcripture 
ſpoken of as a proof of a man's chriſtianity; nor does 
it in its own nature imply a declaration of it, (much 
leſs of his reſolution to live like a chriſtian) ſince it is 


ealy to conceive how an unbeliever may commend- 
| ably 
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ably attend a place of Chriſtian worſhip in order to 
judge concerning the Chriſtian faith, or even to unite 
in thoſe parts of the ſervice which are agreeable to the 
religion of nature. And it 1s well known that many 
congregations among the Diſſenters are become fo ra- 
tional and complaiſant, and their publick worſhip 
conducted upon ſuch very catholic principles, that a 
ſober Deiſt might with propriety attend upon it, and 
would meet with much leſs diſguſt than one of your 
old-faſhioned Chriſtians. But would not ſuch a per- 
ſon make a diſtinction between the ordinary parts of 
publick worſhip and the Lord's Supper, which he 
would conſider as the diſtinguiſhing badge of Chriſti- 
anity, which, if he had any conſcience at all, he 
would refuſe to wear; and would not he think him- 
ſelf injured by having his attendance on publick wor- 
ſnip conſtrued as proof of his being a Chriſtian? Since 
this is a duty dictated by the light of nature, and 
therefore widely differs from receiving the Lord's 
Supper, which is peculiar to chriſtianity, And we 
believe that the attendance upon 1t not only neceſſa- 
rily implies a perſon's being a Chriſtian, but is di- 
vinely appointed as a publick teſtimony of it, which 
publick worfhip is not. Your concluſion, therefore, 
that they are equally hazardous, is falſe, and a man of 
a dubious or indifferent character has (contrary to 
your inference) more reaſon to be afraid of coming to 


the Lord's Supper, than of attending publick wor- 


ſhip. 

if it ſhould here be ſaid, as it often has been, © that 
e tho'a man of ſuch a character cannot ſo well an- 
« ſwer the end of this ordinance as a truly good man, 
« yet he ought not for that reaſon to abſent himſelf 


from this part of publick worſhip any more than 


from publick prayeror praiſe, or hearing the word of 
« God, neither of which a man of a bad or dubious cha- 
racter can ſo properly attend upon as a good man; I 


anſwer, the Lord's Supper ſeems tome to differ from all 
Si 5 other 
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other inſtitutions, and indeed one would naturally ſup- 
poſe in theory that the divine wiſdom in appointing it 
would require it ſnould have ſome end peculiar to it- 
ſelf. If the above repreſentation of it be juſt, its 
difference from other religious ſervices is very obvi- 
ous. And particularly if that be true which I have 
been endeavouring to prove, that an unholy perſon by 
attending it profeſſes a falſehood, and thereby aggra- 
vates his guilt, the inference is very natural that ſuch 
an one ought to refrain from attending this rite till his 
character correſponds with the nature of it. 
If it ſhould be urged, * That thoſe who are not as 
« yet truly pious may lawfully come to the Lord's 
4 Supper as a means to make them fo, and ought to 
te be encouraged to do it with this view; ſince it has 
e this tendency, and has had this effect;“ I anſwer, 
this would be acting contrary to an eſtabliſhed and 
well-known ſcripture- maxim, which forbids us to 
do evil that good may come.” This were to invent 
an uſe of this ordinance for which we have no warrant, 
in the room of that which divine wiſdom has ap- 
pointed, and which indeed reſults from its very nature. 
tis as you have allowed, a profeſſion of ſomething 
that we are already, and therefore not a means of 
ſomething elſe. The inſtitution is not deſigned to 
beget holy diſpoſitions which had no being before, it 
requires the exerciſe of them, and therefore ſuppoſes 
the being of them already. Thoſe who attend it 
without them (according to the foregoing reaſoning) 
attend it unworthily, and therefore in the degree in 
which they do ſo, eat and drink judgment to them- 
ſelves by declaring what is not true. Ir 1s not there- 
fore to be expected that their receiving ſhould be the 
means of their converſion. Indeed wicked men can- 
not be ſuppoſed to attend upon it with this view, nor 
can the Almighty be expected to render an ordinance 
inſtrumental in promoting an end to which he has not 
appointed it as a means. That the actual 4 
3 55 the 
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the Lord's Supper has a tendency to convert the un- 
converted, or that it has been effectual in any inſtan- 
ces to this end, is deſtitute of proof, I will not de 
that the repreſentations uſually made at the Lord's 
table of the love of Chriſt, of the evil of the ſin, &c. 
may have a tendency, and may have been effectual, to 
excite ſerious convictions in the minds of the ungodly, 
which have ended in a true convertion to God; but 
it does not appear that the a7 of receiving the ſacra- 
mental bread and wine has ever been, or is likely to 
be, of real uſe in this view; it is eaſy to conceive that 
the ſame end might as well be anſwered by a bare at- 
rendance while the ordinance is adminiſtered, without 
an actual participation of it. Befides, let it be further 
obſerved, that if there be any thing in this argument 
for unconverted perſons toattend the Lord's 9 
it will be equally concluſive with regard to finners of 
all characters, even the moſt abandoned and profane, 
who have at leaſt equal need with others to attend 
every probable means of-reformation. But it is on 
all fides agreed that ſuch ought not to approach the 
table of the Lord; the argument therefore, by prov- 
ing too much, proves nothing at all. 


I am, Rev. SIR, 


Your's, &c. 
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LETTER V. 


Reverend 8 1 R, 


N proving that unholy perſons have no right to 
1 the Lord's Supper and ought not to attend upon 
it, I have hitherto only argued from Reaſon upon the 
nature of the ordinance, and the profeſſion implied 
in the celebration of it. I now proceed to the further 
vindication of the point by arguments drawn from 
Scripture. | £ 
I do not here 8 to produce any paſſage in 
which it is expreſsly aſſerted that none but real Chri- 
ſtians ought to approach the Lord's table: I ac- 
knowledge there is not one ſuch in the whole New 
Teſtament. But it does not follow from hence that 
the doctrine is unſcriptural. It is ſufficient to ſup- 
rt it, if it can be made to appear that the ſcripture _ 
ts us with ſuch general directions, prohibi- 
tions or reproofs as may warrantably be applied, 
thro* a ſimilarity of circumſtances, to this particular 
caſe ; or if it may be deduced, by juſt inference, 
from any thing therein expreſsly aſſerted. That we 
have ample evidence of this kind in ſcripture with 
reſpect to the preſent queſtion, is to me indiſputably 
clear, | 


See LETTERI, 
The 
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The firſt argument I ſhall produce is this: The 
ſcripture not only requires uprightneſs in every reli- 
gious ſervice, and condemns all external performan- 
ces, without it, as vain; but alſo forbids all falſe 
profeſſions and hypocritical pretences, and repre- 
ſents them as diſpleaſing to God and as aggravations 
of a perſon's guilt. All lying and falſehood of ey 
kind, is ſtrictly forbidden and ſeverely threatened, 
whatever the pretences for it may be. Now ſince 
attions have as expreffive a language as words, and 
either truth or falſehoad may be declared thereby 
With equal ſtrength ; ſince the action of receiving 
the Lord's Supper (according to your on account 
of it) * js adeclaration of a man's reſolution, by the 
« grace of God, to live and die like a Chriftian,” 
and ſince (as I have already proved) none but good 
men do or can thus reſolve ;: it follows, that mere 
nominal Chriſtians, by engaging in this action, are 
guilty of ſolemnly declaring a falſehood, ſo that me 
are virtually forbidden to engage in this action, till 
by a change in them, the lagguage of it ſhall be the 
truth, beds | 
But further; the ſcripture particularly reproves 
thoſe that make a profeſſion of Religion while they are 
deſtitute of the power of it, and repreſents ſuch a pro- 
feſſion as criminal and dangerous. By a proflmm of 
religion, I would not here be underftood to mean, an 
attendance on public worſhip in general, much leſs a 
decent external carriage, both of which are commen- 
dable even where there is nothing more; but ſuch a 
profeſſion as amounts to a ſolemn declaration of a 
man's being truly religious. Such an one I tape the 
celebration of the Lord's Supper to be, and — 
leſs than this is implied in your account of it, ju 
now referred to. Now the making fuch a folemn 
declaration as I have before ſhown is made in this in- 
ſtitution, af ſubjection to the authority of Chriſt, of 
entering into covenant with God thro' him, of a re- 
| E lation 
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lation to his church, and of a reſolution, by divine 
grace, to walk as becomes a member of it, while the 


heart really means no ſuch thing; and the foul is 
averſe to the purity of the goſp 


el; ſeems to me 
ſtrongly condemned and ftriftly forbidden by ſuch 
paſſages as the following: When ye come to ap- 
* pear before me, who hath required this at your hand 
© to tread my courts ? Bring no more vain oblations ; 
© incenſe is an abomination unto me; the new moons 
and ſabbaths, the calling of aſſemblies, I cannot 
away with, it is iniquity, even the ſolemn meeting. 
© Your new, moons and your appointed feaſts my ſoul 
* hateth, they are a trouble unto me. I am weary to 
bear them.“ Unto the wicked God ſaith, What haft 
thou to do to declare my ſtatutes, or that thou 
* ſhouldſt rake my covenant into thy mouth? ſeeing 
thou hateſt inſtruction and caſteſt my words behind 
© thee,” F To the ſame purpoſe are ſome paſſages in 
the New Teſtament, particularly that parable of our 
Lord concerning the Wedding Supper, f which I the 
rather quote at large, as you have excepted againſt it 
as foreign to the purpoſe, * The kingdom of hea- 
ven is like unto a certain king which made a mar- 
* riage for his ſon, —and the wedding was furniſh- 
g 2 gueſts. And when the king came in to ſee 
the gueſts, he ſaw there a man which had not on a 
© wwedaing-garment ; and he faith unto him, Friend, 
* bow cameſt thou in hither, not having a wedding 
* garment? and he was ſpeechleſs. Then ſaid the 
* king to the ſervants, Bind him hand and foot, and 
take him away and caſt him into outer darknets ; 
there ſhall be weeping and gnaſhing of teeth.” The 
manner in which you ſpeak of this parable, carries in 
it an inſinuation, that thoſe who apply it to the caſe 
of the Lord's Supper, do it without ſufficient war- 
rant, and upon a miſtaken view of the ordinance. & 
They [communicants having conceived of it as a 
« ſolemn 


* Ia, i. 12—14. t Pſal, | 16, 17. 4 Matt. xxii. 9 P+ 41. 
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* ſolemn thing to come to the Lord's table] would 
e alſo apply the parable of our Saviour concerning 
<« the wedding ſupper, and conſider the perſon whe 
had not on the wedding-garment as. repreſenting 
* an unworthy communicant.“ And pray where 18 
the abſurdity of this? Do you ſay our Saviour, by 
the wedding ſupper, did not intend the Lord's Sup- 
per? It is granted he did not. I know of none, and 
you can hardly ſuppoſe any, weak enough to think 
that he did. Lou might as well imagine that I ſup- 
ole this ordinance to be referred to in the ſcriptures 
quoted above from the Old Teſtament. © But becauſe 
the Lord's Supper is not particularly intendeli in any 
of theſe paſſages, ſhall it be ſaid, they ought not. to 
be applied to it ? With as much reaſon might you 
except againſt applying them to any religious duty at 
all, becauſe no one is immediately referred to. They 
relate to a religious profeſſion in general, and there- 
fore are juſtly applicable to any particular part of it, 
that implies à declaration of a man's piety; more 
eſpecially to the moſt ſolemn and expreſs part of it, 
which you acknowledge the Lord's Supper to be. 
The man in the parable without the wedding- garment, 
well repreſents the caſe of thoſe in general, who make 
a publick and ſolemn profeſſion of Chriſtianity, but 
are deſtitute of the inward power of it, or of the ge- 
nuine temper of Chriſtians; which character is exactly 
the ſame with that of an unworthy communicant, to 
whom, with every inſincere profeſſor, may that part 
of the parable alle be applied, which repreſents the 
king's diſpleaſure againſt the bold intruder, * How 
« cameſt thou in hither, not having on a wedding gar- 
ment? Take him, bind him hand and foot,“ &c. It 
will doubtleſs be more intolerable in the day of 
judgment for ſuch? as have added lying and hy 
criſy to all their other ſins, than for thoſe who in other 
reſpects are equally guilty, but have made no ſuch 


proteſſion, I will only add one ** more under 
E 2 this 
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this head, and that is what Solomon has aſſerted con- 
cerning vos in general, (of which you have in effect 
allowed the Lord's Supper to be one ſpecies) © Better 
it is that thou ſhouldſt not vow, than that thou 
s. ſhouldſt vow and not pay. From a careful at- 
tention to theſe paſſages, and ſoberly reaſoning on 
the nature of the Lord's Supper, let our readers — 
whether that ſentiment be not juſt rather than cenſu- 
rable, which you aſcribe to ſome communicants, of 
whom you ſay (p. 42.) © the greater they ſuppoſed to 
* be the honour and advantage of communicating 
« worthily, the greater would they ſuppoſe to be the 
penalty and danger of communicating; unworthily.” 
A ſecond argument from ſcripture I derive from 
the directions therein given with reſpect to Excom- 


© awvnicaTION. It muſt, I think, be univerſally al- 


lowed, that thoſe perſons ought not to be admitted 
as members of a church, who, if they, were already 
admitted, would deſerve to be excommunicated from 
it. You yourſelf, Sir, have taught me thus to ar- 
gue, when ſpeaking of the perſons fit for communi- 
on, you ſay (p. 34.) © 1 do not here ſpeak of thoſe 
« vices which are a ſcandal to human fociety, and 
« which, according to the judgment of St. Paul, will 
« juſtify excommunication. What vices you would 
call a ſcandal to human ſociety, I am not quite cer- 
tain, One might naturally rank under this head, all 
open immoralities habitually. mdulged. But in your 
Letter to Mr. Venn (p. 42.) you ſeem as if you intend- 
ed only the groſſeſt crimes of which human nature 
dan be guilty. *« We do not find (ſay you) that 
* merely nominal Chriſtians were excluded from the 
.* Lord's Supper, this was only the caſe with the in- 
« ceſtuous perion at Corinth.” Surely you fo 
that in the very ſame: chapter in hic — Apoſtle 
exhorts the Corinthians to put away from among 
them a particular perſon who was found guilty of 
inceſt, he alſo warrants them to exc)ude all A 
£44 < they 
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thy might hereafter find chargeable with other im- 
moralities of a leſs heinous nature. I have written 
* unto you (ſays he) not to keep company, if any 
man that is called a brother be a fornicator, or co- 
* vetous, or an idolater, or a railer, or a drunkard, 
or an extortioner, with ſuch an one, no not to cat.” 
By eating here I have no.doubt the Apoſtle meant 
receiving the Lord's Supper. But ſuppoſing the 
expreſſion refers to a common friendly meal, we may 
naturally infer, communion in a Chriſtian ordinance 
with ſuch a perſon muſt have been more unwarrant- 
able; for the arguments againſt the former would 
conclude. much ſtronger againſt the latter. Now if 
a Chriſtian church be forbid holding fellowſhip with 
ſuch ſinners as are here ſpecified, we may by a parity 
of reaſon add to the liſt a// openly immoral perſons, 
all who walk unſuitably to a Chriſtian profeſſion, as 
equally unworthy of, and unfit for, this privilege. 
The juſtice of ſuch an inference I think you will nat 
diſpute, and there are other paſſages. of ſcripture 
which. confirm it ; particularly that exhortation to 
the Theſſalonians to © withdraw from any that walked 
* diſorderly, from idle perſons and buſy bodies.“ 
Now if a church be warranted to refuſe communion 
with thoſe whom they know to be immoral, I infer, 


that they who know themſelves to be ſo, tho? it be un- 


known to others, are as really diſqualified for this 


ordinance. as if their immoralities were publick, and 


ought in conſcience to abſtain from it. Why 1s it 
that the church is forbid to have fellowſhip with a 
perſon who is guilty of ſuch vices as are a ſcandal 
to human ſociety ?” Is it merely becauſe his vices 
are publickly known and of a ſcandalous nature ? Or 
becauſe he thereby the more openly declares to the 


world that he is really unholy, and therefore unfit far 


ſo holy an inſtitution ? It is, I apprehend, the im- 
morality gef in which his diſqualification princi- 
| E 3 pally 


* 2 Theſſ. iii, 6, &c. See alſo Matt. xviii. 15 —17. 
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pally conſiſts, tho? it is its being public that renders 
it apparent, and gives the church the plainer war- 
rant to deny him communion. It is true, an openly 

immoral perſon, whoſe vices are a ſcandal to ſociety, 
would be (as you ſuggeſt concerning the inceſtuous 
perſon) & a diſgrace to the Chriſtian name,” which a 
more ſecret finner might not; ſo that the former 
would be more unfit for fellowſhip with a ſociety of 
Chriſtians than the latter, and there would be a 
ſtronger obligation upon them to exclude him, as — 

credit᷑ of religion would be more concerned; for the 
openneſs, of his vices would afford the world evidence 
of the badneſs of his character, and would expoſe the 
whole ſociety, to the charge of encouraging immora- 
lity; ſo that the ways of God would be in danger of 
being evil ſpoken of, and men would be taught, (as 
they were by the iniquity of Z's ſons) to © abhor 
* the offering of hog Lond. * Nevertheleſs, it is the 
immorality of the man's character, that renders him 
diſqualified ; it is this that conſtitutes him unworthy 
in the fight of God; it is this in which the ſcandal 
and offence conſiſt : For, the honour of religion 
would be as much hurt in the world, and the 
church of Chriſt would ſuffer as much diſcredit, if it 
could be known that they held communion with one 
who was guilty of feeret vices, (tho his outward be- 
haviour were unexceptionable,) as if they permitted 
an openly immoral perſon to communicate with them. 
And let it be further conſidered, that the ſcripture 
not merely requires Chriſtians to exclude thoſe wha 
are guilty of publict immoralities, and ſuch as would 
bring a ſcandal upon religion in the eye of the world, 

but alſo ſuch as have given evidence of a more private 
nature that they are not poſſeſſed of a truly Chriſtian 
temper. In a paſſage before quoted, they are or- 
dered to withdraw from thoſe that walk diſorderly in 
general, whether it be publickly known or not. 
And our Lord himſelf mentions ſo private a Crime as 


an 
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an offence committed againſt one individual member 
of the church, if it be perſiſted in, as a ſufficient 
cauſe of excommunication. If thy brother (ſays 
he) creſpaſs againſt thee, go and tell him his fault 
between thee and him alone — if he will not hear 
te thee, take with thee one or two more and if he 
< ſhall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the church: 
and if he negle& to hear the church, let him be 
« unto thee as an heathen man and a publican,” “ 
Such a fault as this would be no *© ſcandal to hu- 
man ſociety,” but it would be to the church a 

plain evidence that a man was not a real Chriſtian, 
and therefore unworthy to be conſidered as a mem- 
ber of it. Now if thoſe are to be excluded from 
communion with a Chriſtian church who are con- 
victed of any ſuch fin as proves that they are not 
real Chriſtians ; it ſeems to me naturally to follow, 
that they who are conſcious to themſelves of ſuch 
ſins, tho? the church may be very far from ſuſpecting 
it, are as really diſqualified as if their characters were 
fully known; and therefore they ought to abſtain 
from that ordinance in which a relation to the church 
is exprefled. It appears to me an abſurdity to ſup- 
poſe that any one ſhould have a right to the Lord's 
Supper, and be warranted to attend upon it, who 1s 
conſcious to himſelf of ſuch vices, as, were they 
known to the church, would juſtify them in exclud- 
ing him. What excludes a man from admiſſion, 
« when it is known to others, excommunicates him 
* to his own conſcience, when it is only known to 
% himſelf,” + Now if this reaſoning be admitted, 
it may eaſily be applied with reſpe& to unholy per- 
ſons in general, whether they are ſecretly guilty of 
1n1quitous practices, or whether they habitually omit 
any eſſential duties of religion; for in the ſight of 
God there is but little difference in their characters, 


E4 and 


Mat. xviii. 15—18. t Charnock, vol. ii. p. 787. 
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36 Diſenter's Anſwer to Dr. Prieſtley. 
and their incapacity for a worthy attendance on this 
holy ordinance is much the ſame. They are neither 
of them true members of Chriſt's church, and there- 
fore have no right to communion with it. An ob- 
jection will probably be urged here, taken from the 
diſtinction between the vi//Þ/e and the invi/ible church. 
This diſtinction is indeed often made, but it has no 
foundation in ſcripture, nor can I {ce that it has any 
in reafon. The church of Chriſt is but one. This 
he is ſaid to have purchaſed with his blood; and this 
we are told he will finally * preſent a glorious church, 
without ſpot or wrinkle or any ſuch thing.“ It 
conſiſts 1 of believing, penitent, holy ſouls. It 
is indeed partly viſible and partly inviſible, i. e. the 
members of it are not with certainty known to the 
world; we can only judge of them by appearance, 
and may be deceived. Under the Moſaic difpenſa- 
tion there was indeed an external viſible church, in- 
cluding all the ſeed of Abraham after the fleſh 3; but 
the goſpel knows no ſuch thing: “ it ſpeaks only of 
one church, compoſed of true believers, called A- 
| braham's ſpiritual ſeed. So that to ſpeak of the viſible 
church of Chriſt, as diſtinguiſhed from the inviſible, 
is at beſt an impropriety F ſpeech , and it is found- 
ed on a falfe ſuppoſition, if any thing more be meant 
by ir, than being vi//bly (or to appearance) of the 
true church of Chriſt ; which is the .caſe with none 
but thoſe who appear to be true beltevers and lead 
holy lives. They who are known to lead  unholy 
lives are not viſibly members of Chriſt's church, and 
therefore the church ought to exclude them from their 
communion. And they who know themfelves to be 
pnholy, are no more members of the church than the 
others, and therefore ought to exclude REO. 
NPY | ER | ou 


®* See this point well r in the Second of the Theological 
Difertations, in anſwer to Dr. TaxLor's Key to the Epiſtles, by 
JohN Exsxine, M.A, 1765, 5 


Dr 
Tou tell us in your Letter ts Mr. Venn. (p. 41.) 
« Jr is eaſy. to gather from the writings of the A- 
<. poſtles, that many perſons, even in their times, 
e made profeſſion of Chriſtianity, and even preach- 
% ed Chrift, who, in the moral ſenſs of the word, 
<« were not Chriſtzans.” This does not fuffictently 
appear, if there be no ſtronger proof of it than that 
paſſage affords, which you have quoted from the A- 
poſtle Paul, viz. I keep under my body, and bring 
« it into ſubjection, leſt that, by any means, when | 
have preached to others, I myſelf ſhould be a caſt- 
* away.” If this text be at all to the purpoſe, it 
proves that Paul at that time was not, in the moral 
ſenſe of the word, a Chriſtian. However admitting 
there might be ſome ſuch profeſſors, and that what 
you add be allo true, That we do not find that 
« theſe merely nominal Chriftians were excluded 
« ffom the Lord's Supper,“ it does not follow from 
hence that mere nominal Chriſtians, have a right to 
this ordinance, unleſs you can prove that thoſe whom 
you ſpeak of in the primitive times were known to be 
only nominal Chriftians when they were admitted to 
it; the contrary to which is, I think, ſufficiently e- 
vident from what I ſhall have occaſion to mention in 
ſpeaking 3 * 4 | | 
T he Third argument from' ſcripture to prove that 
only real Chriſtians have @ right to the Lord's Sup- 
per, which is, What the ſacred writers ſay concerning 
the characters of the mernbers of the primitive churches 
as ſuch. One thing muſt here be premiſed, which 
ou have entirely forgot, but which is, very obviouſ- 
y, of conſiderable importance in the preſent contro- 
verſy, that being members of a church and receiving 
the Lord's Supper are expreſſions of the fame import, 
and only different ways of characterizing the ſame 
perſons. It will, I think, be univerſally acknowledg- 
ed, that all thoſe who were called Chriſtians in the 
primitive times, and conſidered by Chriſtian paſtors 
3 as 


5B Diſenter's Anſiber to Dr. Prieſtley. 

as members of their reſpective churches, did attend 
the Lord's Supper, and that all who attended the 
Lord's Supper were conſidered as church-members. 
How elſe were the members of chriſtian churches 
diſtinguiſhed from other perſons ? Now if this were 
the caſe, whatſoever is ſaid of the members of chur- 
ches as ſuch, is ſaid of them as communicants, or 
receivers of the Lord's Supper ; and we may thence 
judge concerning the qualifications. requilite to a 
worthy attendance on this ordinance. Let us then 
enquire in what light the Apoſtles conſidered thoſe 
churches to whom they wrote their reſpective epiſtles, 
whether only as conſiſting of perſons who profeſſed a 
belief that Jeſus was a divine teacher, or as thoſe 
who appeared to be, and by being admitted to the 
Lord's table were eſteemed, real Chriſtians in the 
higheſt ſenſe, righteous and pious perſons. 

The Apoſtle Paul, in his epiſtle to the church at 
Rome, not only ſpeaks of the members of it as be- 
© loved of God and called to be ſaints, but thanks 
God on account of their converſion from ſin to ho- 
lineſs : * God be thanked that ye were the ſervants of 
© ſin, but ye have obeyed from the heart that form 
+ of doctrine which was delivered unto you. Being 
* then made free from ſin, ye became the ſervants of 
2 righteouſnels. Ke * Unto the church which was 
« at Corinth, he writes as © unto them that were 
ſanctified in Chriſt Jeſus, and that called upon the 
name of the Lord,“ of which perſons it is elſewhere 
ſaid they © ſhall be ſaved. * © He ſpeaks of them as 
having been formerly in the number of the chief of 
ſinners ; © thieves, covetous, drunkards,* &c. and 
then adds, But ye are waſhed, but ye are ſanctifi- 
ed, but ye are juſtified in the name of the Lord 
+ Jeſus and by the Spirit of our God.” 

In his ſecond epiſtle to the ſame church, he ſays 
Our hope of you is ſtedfaſt; and ſpeaks of them as 

* the 


Rom. i. 7. vi. 17, 18. ©1Cor.i. 2. vi. 11, 
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* the epiſtles of Chriſt known and read of all men, 


s written not with ink but by the Spirit of the living 


God.“ —— In writing to the churches of Galatia, 
tho? he had occaſion to reprove them for an undue 
attachment to the law of Moſes, he ſpeaks of them 
as © the children of God by faith in Chriſt, as having 
put on Chriſt (i. e. a Chriſtian temper) by baptiſm, 
© as being Abraham's ſeed, and heirs according to 
$ the promiſe z** and as the ſons of God, into whoſe 
© hearts God had fent the ſpirit of his Son, crying 
Abba Father.“ 

In his epiſtle to the church at Epheſus, he ſtiles 
them the ſaints which are at Epheſus, choſen in 
« Chriſt, made accepted in the beloved; and ſpeaks 
of them as having truſted in Chriſt, as having been 
* quickened when dead in treſpaſſes and ſins.““ 
The Philippians he calls © the ſaints which are at 
Philippi,“ and tells them he was © confident of this 
very thing, that he which had begun a good work 
in them' (which neceſſarily implies that they had 
been truly converted to God) would form it 
until the day of Chriſt.” * He adds, even as it is 
meet to think thus of you all.” — The Coloffians 
he fliles © the ſaints and faithful brethren in Chriſt 
s Jeſus, and gives thanks for their faith and love, 
* and for the hope which was laid up for them in 
heaven.“ He repreſents the goſpel as having brought 
forth fruit in them, ſince the day they heard it, and 
received the grace of God in truth ;* and ſpeaks of 
them as delivered from the power of darknefs and 
made meet to be partakers of the glorious inheri- 
* tance of the ſaints in light.? Unto the church of 
the Theſſalonians, he declares he gave thanks to 
God always on their behalf, remembering their 
* work of faith, and labour of love, and patience of 
F hope in the ſight of God, and that the goſpel had 

| come 


à Ch. iii. 2, 3. * Gal. iii. 26, 29. f iv. 6. F Eph. i. 
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bo Difenter's Anſioer to Dr. Prieſtley. 
© come unto them not in word -only, but alſo in 
power and in the Holy Ghoſt,” * — The author of 
the epiſtle to the Chriſtian Hebrews, tho he ſpeaks of 
ſome that once belonged to their churches as having 
apoſtatized, yet ſays concerning the reſt, * I am per- 
© ſuaded better things of you, and things that accom- 
« pany falyation.”” + _ + 012 28i2.þf 
It were eaſy to multiply quotations from theſe⸗⸗ 
epiſtles, and to produce paſſages from the remain- 
ing ones of James and Peter, of John and Jude; 
to the ſame effect with thoſe already quoted; but 
I forbear leſt I ſhould be thought too prolix, and 
will only juſt remark, that from what Chriſt ordered 
Jobn to write in the book of the Revelation to the 
churches of Sardis and Laodicea, tho* more ſevere 
complaints are brought againſt them than againſt 
any church mentioned in the whole New Teſtament, ' 
et it appears that the members of both, not only 
LEE: upon themſelves as real Chriſtians, but were 
eſteemed ſuch by others. They thought they were 
rich and needed nothing, though they were poor 
and miſerable ; and had a name that they lived, 
© tho' they were really dead.”” This remark may 
ſerve to obviate an objection which might be urged 
againſt the argument drawn from the foregoing paſ- 
ſages, © that many of theſe churches had wicked 
© members belonging to them, or hypocritical pro- 
« feſſors, tho' it be allowed that the majority of 
« them were truly pious.” It does not appear that 
any of them were known to be bad, or even conſider- 
ed as dubious characters, when they were admitted as 
members of the church ; but, on the contrary, as 
having the appearance of ſaints. And thoſe who af- 
terwards diſcovered, by an unchriſtian temper, or 


conduct, that they were not real Chriſtians, are ſpoken 
| of 


wy - Theſſ. i, 2—5. and 2 Theſſ. i. 3, 7. 
„Rev. ii. 23. iii. 17. | 


1 Heb. vi. . 


* * 


LETTER No 
of as having * crept in unawares,* and as * falſe bre- 
* thren unawares brought in..? N 
Beides che arguments already produced from 
ſctipture to prove that nominal Chriſtians ought not 
to attend the Lord's Supper; this point I apprehend 
will receive further confirmation, from a due atten- 
| tion to that part of Paul's epiſtle to the Corinthians, 
which immediately relates to this ordinance. But the 
illuſtration of this will be ſo large, that I ſhall make it 
the ſubject of another letter. | 
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Your's, &c, ' 
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+4 a Jude 4. Gal. i. 4. 
* The reader may ſee this argument further purſued, and the 
objections agaiuſt the force of it removed, in a work entitled, 4 
humble Enquiry into the ee ere requiſite to @ full Cammunien, 
&c. by the late judicious and learned Mr. JonaTran Eowarps, 
M. A. Preſident of the College in New Jene, p. 66, &c. 
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XET 
LETTER . 


Reverend SIR; 


H O' you have thought proper to aſſert, that 
there is nothing in the whole New Teſtament 
which requires any other qualification for receivin 
the Lord's Supper than a belief of chriſtianity, ad 
a freedom from ſcandalous vices ; I have attempted 
to draw, from thoſe writmgs, ſevetal arguments to 
prove that none but truly pious perſons ought to at- 
tend that inſtitution. This point I apprehend will 
receive further confirmation by attending cloſely to 
what the Apoſtle Paul. had occaſion to write to the 
Corinthians, on account of their unbecoming beha- 
viour at the Lord's table. Let us diſtinctly conſider 
what he ſays with reſpect to unworthy receiving, and 
the means he recommends in order to prevent it, viz. 
Self-examination previous to the celebration of it. 
As to the former ; the Apoſtle declares concern- 
ing thoſe in general who © eat this bread and drink 
this cup unworthily* (whatever be the particular 
manner of doing it) that they are * guilty of the body 
and blood of the Lord, that they come together 
© unto condemnation, that they eat and drink judg- 
ment to themſelves.” I have already ſhown that 
all.unholy perſons who attend the Lord's Supper 


are guilty of this, as they do not and cannot attend 
it 


LEK TF TRR VE; 6 


it worthily; and that therefore they are expoſed to 


this condemnation *®. By which I mean, that they 


incur a degree of guilt preportioned to their unwor- 
thy manner of celebrating the ordinance, and are li- 
able to a proportionable puniſhment. Even good 


men, as far as there is any thing unworthy in their 


manner of attending, do ſo far ſtand chargeable-with 
guilt before God, and are liable to be, ſome way or 
other, © chaſtened of the Lord,“ or to bring ſome 
kind of judgment to themſelvesꝰ of a ſpiritual nature, 
tho? not to be finally condemned with the world.” 
But all unholy perſons are expoſed to final condem- 
nation ; and as by their unworthy receiving the 
Lord's Supper, they increaſe their guilt, (particu- 
larly, as we have ſeen, by folemnly declaring a falſe- 
hood) it follows that they aggravate their future pu- 
niſhment in proportion to the nature of their crime, 
(as they certainly do by every other ſin), unleſs they 
repent. Now the juſt and natural inference from 
hence appears to my reaſon to be, that they ought to 
refrain from the Lord's Supper, while they remain 
unholy, in order to avoid this additional condemna- 
tion; for it is molt unreaſonable to ſuppoſe, that 
it is a man's duty to do that, the doing of which 
will enhance his guilt and add to his future mi- 
ſery. + Why then (may it probably be aſked) 
did the Apoſtle leave us to infer this, ſince he had 
<« ſo fair an opportunity of aſſerting it in his addreſs 
eto this Corinthian church? But he did by no means 
« declare them unfit for the ordinance, much leſs 
e forbid their attending upon it any more, as might 
have been expected he would have done, if unholy 
e perſons had no right to it; tho' they gave plain 
<«« proof that they were not truly pious, but on the 
« contrary, very profane; ſince they not merely 


turned this ſacred inſtitution into a common meal, 


but were guilty of ſuch indecency and excels as 

vVere unbecoming and criininal on a occaſion, be- 

| ing 
See Letter IV. p. 42. 
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64 Difſenter's Anſwer to Dr. Prieſtley. 

ing charged even with drunkenneſs itſelf; a ſin which 
5 Chriſtianity threatens with damnation.” As this 
has been often urged as an argument againſt the ne- 
ceſſity of real holineſs in order to the worthy receiv- 
ing the Lord's Supper; it is requiſite that I ſhould 
—_ ſome notice of it here, tho' you have not urged 

z Which I the rather do, as I know not that it has 
8 been refuted. 

It muſt be acknowledged, if it could be clearly 
proved that theſe Corinthians were bad men, it would 
afford a plauſible argument againſt the doctrine 
which Jam defending; but the proof of this does not 
ſufficiently appear. On the contrary, to me it ſeems 
abundantly evident that they were in general, to ap- 
pearance, pious perſons, or that they had a viſibility 
of godlineſs. What elſe can we reaſonably conclude 
from the character which the Apoſtle gives of them 
in the beginning of his epiſtle, part of which we have 
already quoted. He not only calls them (the ſanctified 
in Chriſt Jefus,* but tells them that he thanked 
God always on their behalf, that in every thing 
6 were enriched by him, and in all utterance, 
* andin all knowledge, and that they came behind 
in no ſpiritual gift, waiting for the coming of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, who (ſays he) ſhall confirm you 
© unto the end, that ye may be blameleſs in the day 
of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt,” I am quite at a loſs to 
know the Apoſtle's meaning, if he does nat intend in 
theſe words to repreſent them as real Chriſtians. Nor 
can I fee any thing in his account of their manner of 
celebrating the Lord's Supper inconſiſtent with the 
ſuppoſition that they were truly pious, or that could 
have been ſufficient ro ground a charge upon any in- 
dividuals as ungodly perſons. It cannot reaſonably 
be thought that the; really conſidered the Lord's 
Supper as dz! igned in no other view than as a pub- 
lick entertainment, or that they wad utterly forgot 


that it was a memorial or Chriſt end a religious inſti- 
cution. 
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tution. Their fault T apprehend to have been pre- 


ciſely this: they did not ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the 


external part of this religious rite from a common 
meal, but eat and drank, and moſt probably 
converſed together in the ſame manner as was 
cuſtomary in their other publick feaſts. This is call- 
ed by the Apoſtle, not diſcerning (or diſcriminat- 
© ing) the Lord's body.” But this, tho” in ſome de- 
aree criminal, was by far more excuſable than it 
would be in any. chriſtian ſociety in the preſent day, 
and was greatly alleviated by the conſideration of 
their not having a written account of the original in- 
ſtitution, the goſpels not being at that time penned ; 
and was the 25 to be wondered at, as it was neceſſary 
for the Apoſtle himſelf to have an expreſs revelation 
from heaven concerning the true nature and deſign 
of this ordinance. Beſides, they might the more 
caſily fall into this impropriety of conforming the 
Lord's Supper to a common meal, as it was ufually' 
celebrated immediately after one, and was ſo in the 
firſt inſtitution of it. 4 > Ag 

As to the indecency theſe Corinthians are faid to have 
been guilty of at the Lord's table, ſome beginning to 
eat. before others came, &c. this was the natural conſe- 
quence of their not diſtinguiſhing the Lord's Supper 
(as to the outward form of it) from one of their com- 
mon entertainments, at which the like rudeneſs fre- 


quently obtained in thoſe times, which were (as you 


juſtly obſerve) remarkable for the want of modern 
politeneſs at their ſocial meals, of which Grecian hi- 
itorians have complained. But what is laid the 
greateſt ſtreſs upon in this argument is, that it is 
ſaĩd of ſome of theſe communicants, that they ere 
drunken. To this I auſwer, that the Greek word e, 
does not neceſſarily ſignify being intcxicated with 
liquor, but will eaſily admit of a ſofter term, and 
may be tranſlated drinks to exceſs, or drinks plentt- 
fully; meaning, that they * drank a larger Wor, 
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of wine than was neceſſary. or proper at the table of 
the Lord; tho' no more than was lawful at their 
own *. This ſenſe of the word well agrees with the 
general accuſation brought againſt them, viz. their 
attending this rite as if it had been a common enter- 
tainment. And this is confirmed by the manner in 
which the Apoſtle reproves them: What, have ye 
not houſes to eat in? —— Shall I praiſe you in 
* this? I praiſe you not — Wherefore, my brethren, 
* when ye come together to cat, tarry one for ano- 
ther, and if any man hunger, let him eat at home.” 
How different is the Apoſtle's language from what 
we may naturally ſuppoſe it would have been if they 
had been guilty of the ſin of drunkenneſs, tho' only 
in their own houſes, much more in the houſe of God 
and at the table of the Lord. Nay, if that had been 
the caſe, they would have been guilty of one of thoſe 
ſcandalous vices which you ſay deſerve excommuni- 
cation, and therefore the Apoſtle would not merely 
have reproved them with the utmoſt ſeverity, but or- 
dered them to be cut off from the church; for in this 
very epiſtle he had before given orders for the excom- 
munication of the inceſtuous perſon, and warranted 
their proceeding to the excluſion of any members of 
their church who ſhould be guilty of any immorali- 
ties, among which it is obſervable he mentions drun- 
kenneſs. According to this warrant then, the per- 
ſons. in queſtion, if they had been guilty of drunken- 
neſs at all (much more at the table of the Lord) 
would not only have deſerved excommunication, but 
would in fact have been excommunicated. But it if 
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* In this ſenſe the word is evidently uſed John ii 10. Evers 
man at the beginning doth ſet forth good wine, and when men 
have wellug%ws! well drunk [ pub. tranſ. i. e. drank pretty freely, 
ſa as to exhilarate the ſpirits :—— Otherwiſe we make our Lord to 
encourage, by his fir miracle, a drunken revel. Gen. xlai. 34. 
Cant. v. 1. and Hag. i. 6. are inſtances to the preſent purpoſe, 
the LXX making uſe of the word in queſtion in each of theſe 
places. See Doppk. Fam. Exp. on John ii. 10. note. 
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plain this was ſo far from being the caſe, that they 
were not ſo much as ſuſpended. It follows therefore 
by the, moſt natural confequence, that they were not 
guilty of drunkenneſs, and therefore, notwithſtand- 
ing this exceſs, might be truly good men. 

But if it appeared ever ſo clearly that ſome of them 
were really drunken at the table of the Lord, it 
_ would be to no purpoſe in the preſent argument, for 
it would prove too much. If they drank to ſuch 
exceſs as to be intoxicated, and are hereby proved 
wicked men, they were guilty of a ſcandalous vice; 
and it would follow, not only that unholy men, bur 
even ſcandalous finners—drunkards, (and by parity 
of reafon all other openly immoral perſons) might 
attend this ordinance ; a conſequence which you are 
as much concerned to avoid as we are. Thus then 
it appears, that theſe Corinthians, ner 
their irregularity, might be truly pious perſons ; ſo 
that their not being forbidden ro attend upon the 
Lord's Supper is no argument for the right of any 
unholy perſons to it, (as has been pleaded) and what 
the Apoſtle wrote to them concerning the guilt and 
danger of receiving unworthily, concludes againſt an 
unholy perſon's communicating, tho? ĩt did not againſt 
their's. 


1 now go on to obſerve further from this paſſage, | 


that the means which the Apoſtle recommends to a- 
void the fin and condemnation of unworthily receĩv- 
ing the Lord's Supper, viz. Self examination, previ- 
ous to the celebration of it, affords an additional ar- 
gument in favour of the doctrine I am defending. 
* Bur let a man examine himſelf, and ſo let him eat 
* of this bread and drink of this cup.” Your para- 
phraſe upon theſe words I can by no means acqut- 
ce in: © Let him confider with himſelf that be 
comes [I ſuppoſe you meant to ſay, that he ſhould 
come, or, in order that be may come] © to this ſupper 


as to a remembrance of Chriſt, and not as to a 
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common feaſt.” By what authority you render 


oxiualilu favlev confider with himſelf, I am at a 
loſs to find, and ſhould have been glad if you had 
informed us. With all due deference to your known 
ſkill in the Greek language, I muſt maintain, that the 
proper meaning of Jouunw is to prove, try, or 


examine, as gold is tried by the touchſtone. Ac- 
cordingly whereſoever it occurs in the New Teſta- 


pleading for. Sp 


ment it is tranſlated by one or other of theſe words, 
(unleſs, when uſed metonymically, it fignifies to diſ- 


tern, approve, allow, &c. which ſuppoſe a previous 
trial) and often has a particular reference to a man's 


religious character. This is the caſe in Paul's Se- 
cond Epiſtle to theſe Corinthians (xiii. 5.) Exa- 
mine yourſelves whether you be in the faith, prove 


5 your own ſelves, &c.* But I have another autho- 


rity for thus tranſlating the word in the paſſage be- 
fore us, which you cannot decently diſpute, and that 
is your own. In another part of your work (forget - 
ting your rendering of the word here) in order to 
ferve a different purpoſe, you give it the ſenſe I am 

— . againſt the right of miniſters 
or congregations to enquire into the lives of thoſe 
that propoſe themſelves to communion, * men are 
« directed (ſay you p.33.) to examine themſelves, but 
« the miniſter is not directed to examine them ;” 
where, by the word examine, you mult neceſſarily 
mean, enquiring into themſelves, or elſe it is not 
ſenſe. You do indeed include in a parentheſis theſe 
words, © tho' then only with a view to diſtinguiſh 
« this ordinance from a common meal;“ but it mat- 
ters not what is the thing enquired into, as the mean- 


ing of the word examine is exactly the ſame, whether 


COY 


it relate to a man's knowledge or his religious charac- 
ter. If you are willing to abide by your laſt tranſla- 
tion of the word 1n queſtion, but maintain 'that the 
paſſage is only an exhortation to the Corinthians to 
enquire, whether they diſtinguiſhed the Lord's Sup- 

A Pay per 
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r from a common meal, I will now give you my 
reaſons for thinking that this is not and cannot be the 
Apoſtle's meaning. The firſt is, that this exhorta- 
tion is a general one, and no more confined to the 
Corinthians, than we have already ſeen the caſe of un- 
worthy receiving was. The Apoſtle had juſt before 
declared, M boſoever ſhall eat this bread and drink 
< this cup of the Lord unworthily ſhall be guilty of 
the body and blood of the Lord;? q. d. let him do 
it in what way ſoever he may. Then follows the ex- 
hortation we are conſidering : But let a man (i. e. 
every man) examine himſelf, and ſo let him eat. 
As a further proof of the general nature of this ex- 
hortation, let it be obſerved, that the motive immedi- 
ately ſubjoined is general : for he (q. d. whoſoever 
he be) that eateth and drinketh unworthily (i. e. 
< whatever be the particular manner of doing it) eat- 
eth and drinketh judgment to himſelf.“ The 
meaning of the Apoſtle, therefore, in this exhortation 
to ſelf-examination, muſt be this, that ſince it was ſo 
dangerous a thing to receive the Lord's Supper un- 
worthily, every perſon ought to examine himſelf, 
previous to his receiving it, in order to know whe- 
ther there was any thing in him amiſs of any kind 
whatſoever, which would expoſe him to this danger, 
that ſo it might be rectified : Neither the words 
themſelves, nor the connection of them, require any 
limitation; ſo that this examination may as naturally 
be applied in reference to a perſon's religious character 
in general as to any thing elſe: it is therefore unwar- 
rantable to confine it to the diſtinguiſning the Lord's 
Supper from a common meal. 1 
But I muſt further obſerve, it appears to me very 
irrational to refer it to is at all, for the two following 
reaſons. The one is, that there could be no neceſſity 
for any perſons to examine themſelves whether they 
conſidered the Lord's Supper as a remembrance of 
Chriſt, or only as a common meal; ſince this might 
eaſily be known without examination, and will ſcarce- 
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ly admit of it. What can be named that is more 
properly the ſubject of intuition than this? Beſides, 
(as was before hinted,) it is not to be ſuppoſed that 
the Corinthians were, (or indeed that any Chriſtians 
ſhould. be) ſo groſsly ignorant, as really to confider 
the Lord's Supper as only a common meal; and not 
to know that it was a religious inſtitution *in remem- 
-brance of Chriſt : eſpecially ſince Paul himſelf had 
reſided amongſt them a year and half, in which time 
he doubtleſs had often adminiſtered this ordinance to 
them, in doing which he muſt have given them at 
leaſt a general idea of its nature and deſign. This 
is ſuggeſted, ver. 23. where he ſpeaks of his having 
before delivered to them what he had received of the 
Lord Jeſus. Nay, you find he expreſsly commends 
them for their knowledge (among other attainments) 
which he certainly would not have done if they had been 
ſo ignorant as you ſuppoſe them to have been; not to 
infiit that all further examination on this head mult 
have been ſuperſeded by the knowledge which the 
Apoſtle not gave them in this epiſtle. But I muſt fur- 
ther remark, that your account of the object of this 
ſelf enquiry makes the Apoſtle guilty of a manifeſt ab- 
ſurdity in exhorting them to it; ſince it ſuppoſes them 
to have the previous knowledge of what he exhorts 
them to examine themſelves about, viz. that the 
Lord's Supper is a remembrance of Chriſt and not a 
common meal. For a man to examine himſelf whe- 
ther he knows this, in order to judge whether he has 
knowledge enough to receive the Lord's Supper, is 
making that to be the rule of judgment, which is the 
object of enquiry. 
In order to make the Apoſtle ſpeak rationally, we 
muſt ſuppoſe, that what he exhorts perſons to exa- 
mine themſelves about, is ſomething with which they 
are not ſufficiently acquainted already; ſomething 
which 1s not obvious to them without ſelf- examina- 
tion; ſomething about which it is poſſible and eaſy to 
deceive themſelves ; neither of which agree -H 
TRE 
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their underſtanding the Lord's Supper to be the Lord's 
Supper and. not .a common meal ; whereas all theſe 
well agree with the ſuppoſition of his referring to the 
ſtate of the mind with regard to religion, and, with 
no other that I can think of but this : Which indeed 
I ſhould imagine to be the firſt that would offer itlelf 
to an indifferent enquirer, as it appears in itſelf highly 
rational and well to ſuit the connexion of the diſcourſe. 
Now. if it be true that the Apoſtle in this paſſage 
meant to exhort perſons, previous to their coming 
to the Lord's table, to examine themſelves whether 
they are in the faith, or whether they are real Chri- 
ſtians, we have here à full proof that ſuch are the 
only perſons who have a right to attend it. Let 
a man examine himſelf, and SO let him eat.“ It 


cannot with any ſhadow of rraſon be ſuppoſed that 
F 4 ſelt- 


* Mr. Locke's paraphraſe on the words is this: © By this ĩnſti- 
*« tution therefore of Chriſt, let a man examine himſelf; and ac- 
« cording to that let him eat.” — To which he adds the following 
note: ** Theſe words («ai 7c) as to the letter, are rightly 
*« tranflated azd4/o. But that tranſlation, I imagine, leaves gene- 
rally a wrong ſenſe of the place in the mind of an Engliſh rea- 
% der, as if they ſignified no more, but that examination ſhould 
«« precede, and eating follow, q. d. Let a man examine, and then lit 
© him cat; Which I take to be quite different from the meaning of 
the Apoſtle, whoſe ſenſe the whole deſign of the context ſhews 
„to be this:“ „ hare here ſet before you the inſtitution of 
'«« Chriſt; by that let a man examine his carriage, and according 
to that let him eat; let him conform the manner of his eatin 
to that.“ The uſe which 1 have made of this text is not at al 
incontiſtent with this interpretation of it; for if the ordinance 
be of ſuch a nature as tu require real holineſs, thoſe who examine 
themſelves by it, will fee the neceſſity of holineſs in order to the 
worthy receiving of it, and infer that they ought to receive it, 
or abſtain from it, according as they find themſelves holy or un- 
holy. If it ſhould be ſaid that My. Locle only meant, and the paſ- 
ſage only ſignifies, that every one ſhould aſk himſelf what is the 
nature of the ordinance, in order that he may attend it ſuitably to 
its nature; I anſwer, this were not ſo Profen a man's examinirg 
| himſelf} as examining the erdinance ; the former of which is what 
the paſſage enjoins ; whereas if the Apoſtlè had intended the lat- 
ter, he would doubtleſs have uſed ſome ſuch expreiſion as Dr, 
Prieltley has put into his mouth, Les him ronfider with Hime, $0. 
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ſelf-examination can of itſelf give any man a qualifi- 
cation for the Lord's Supper ; it is propoſed as the 
means of knowing whether he be duly qualified or 
not. If hereupon he find that he is, by een 
in himſelf the eſſential marks of a true Chriſtian, he 
is N A to eat of this bread and drink of this 

; but, if not, he is as ſtrongly forbidden to do it 
as . could have been in a direct prohibition. It is 
as if it had been ſaid, Since there is danger of re- 
ceiving unworthily, let no man receive without hav- 
ing firſt examined himſelf whether he be duly quali- 
fied, 1. e. whether he be a true Chriſtian, and prov- 
ed himſelf to be one, or approved himſelf to his own 
conſcience as ſuch.” 

If it ſhould be objected againſt this ſenſe of the 
paſſage, 4 that there appears to be no propriety in the 
Apoſtle's addreſſing ſuch an exhortation to theſe O. 
rinthians, who are ſuppoſed to have been good men : 

I anſwer, the exhortation (as I before obſerved) was 
not particularly addreſſed to them to whom the re- 
proof had been given, but is a general advice found- 
ed on what had been ſaid on unworthy receiving in 
general. Or if it ſhould be thought moſt natural to 
conſider the advice as addreſſed to theſe very perſons 
among others, it may be allowed (very conſiſtently 
with what has been advanced concerning their piety 
in general, and the impoſſibility of fixing the charge 
of f impiety upon any individuals) that the Apoſtle 
might have ſome ſecret ſuſpicion, that in ſo diſorderly 
a church there might be /ome, whoſe hearts were not 
right with God, and who had not thoſe ſpiritual 
views in attending this ordinance which the nature of 
It requires ; the want of which might probably be, in 
a great meaſure, the firſt occaſion of their irregulari- 

ties. | 

Thus, Sir, I have attempted to ſhew, that thoſe 
Diſſenters who maintain that a mere belief of the goſ- 
pel and a freedom from ſcandalous vices, are not the 
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only qualifications for the Lord's Supper, have 
greater foundation both in reaſon and ſcripture for 
their opinion than you have repreſented. Whether 
you had (as you tell us p. 29.) “ read to us eve 

thing that relates to this queſtion in the New Tel- 
tament,” or whether you have properly interpret- 
ed thoſe you have produced, let our readers now 


. 


judge, | . 
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Rev. SIR, 


FT ER having conſidered what are the ne- 
A ceſſary qualifications for receiving the Lord's 
Supper, it is natural to enquire, (as I now propoſe 
doing) who are the proper judges of them ? Is every 
man the ſole judge for himſelf in this caſe, and are 
all perſons at full liberty to come to this ordinance, 
who-chooſe to do ſo, whatſoever their views, or their 
characters may be? Or has a Chriſtian church a right 
to be ſatisfied whether thoſe that offer themſelves to 


communion be duly qualified, and to exclude thoſe 


who appear not to be ſo? I cannot conceive why a ſo- 
ciety of Chriſtians, ſhould be ſuppoſed to differ from 
altother ſocieties, in a particular of effential impor- 
tance to their honour, their liberty, their proſperity, 
and even to their very being : for ſuch moſt certain- 
ly is the power of determining who are, and who are 
not fit to be members, and of excluding ſuch as they 
deem unworthy. A church of Chriſt 1s a ſociety of 
perſons who truly believe.in and obey him, and who 
ſtatedly meet together at the ſame place, to partake of 
his ſupper, as a token of their relation and ſubjection 
to him, as well as with a view to their murual edifica- 
tion. Now if any one joins himſelf to ſuch a fociety, 
who does not believe in Chriſt, or who is not obedi- 

ent 
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ent to his commands, he is not properly a member of 
the church, being utterly diſqualified by the laws of 
Chriſt; and if the true members of it are obliged to 
admit all that offer themſelves; in a courſe of time, 
if there ſnould be any ſecular motive, of honour or 
profit, the majority of ſuch a ſociety might be mere 
nominal Chriſtians, or even profane perſons, if not 
infidels. And when this ſhould once be the caſe, 
* the righteous would ſoon utterly ceaſe from amon 
© them,” that which bore the name of a church of 
Chriſt would eſſentially differ from it; the ordinan- 
ces of relig.on would be profaned, and moſt likely 
would ſoon ceale to be adminiſtered. It is not ſuffi- 
cient to ſay, ** Every man muſt anſwer for himſelf 
before God with reſpect to his views in coming to 
the Lord's table,” for it is not merely a perſonal 
concern. It is entering into an important connexi- 
on with others. It is profeſſing to become members 
of a ſociety ſaid to be © a choſen generation, an 
holy nation, a peculiar people,” laid under ſpecial 
obligations to an holy exemplary converſation in the 
world; all of whom therefore mult be greatly intereſt- 
ed in the temper and deportment of the reſt, ſince ſo 
intimate a connex10n with wicked men might not 
only bring a reproach upon themſelves and the reli- 
gion of Chriſt, but ſuch perſons might have a very 
unhappy influence in the church, and greatly pre- 
vent its edification. It is fit therefore that a power 
ſnould be lodged ſomewhere of judging concerning 
the qualifications of candidates for communion,” and 
of rejecting thoſe that appear to be deſtitute of them. 
But with whom could this be fo properly intruſted, 
as with the members of the church themſelves, whe- 
ther they chooſe to exerciſe it themſelves, or to com- 
mit into the hands of their paſtor, or any ſelect num- 
ber of their body. Such a power, one would think the 
common principles of liberty would ſufficiently vin- 


dicate in a church, and even require. As they claim 
| no 


. 76 Diſſenter s Anſwer to Dr. Prieſtley. 
no right to force any into communion, it ſeems un- 
reaſonable that any ſhould force themſelves. It is 
true, bodics of Chriſtians, any more than individuals, 
© are not their own.* The ſupper of which they 
partake is the Lord's Supper. So that they are to make 
no new terms of admiſſion ts it, but acknowledge 
thoſe as ſufficient which Chriſt has made. But it is 
by no means inconſiſtent with a due acknowledge- 
ment of him as © the head over all things to the 
© church,” to judge whether thoſe that would be re- 
ceived as members of that church, be qualified ac- 
cording to his own laws, and to exclude ſuch as are 
not. On the contrary, if he has given them this 
power, it is part of their duty to him to exerciſe it. 
Such a power appears to me, in theory, ſo reaſon- 
able, that it might be naturally expected he would 
have given it them; and from the New Teſtament 

records it is abundantly evident he has. | 
Chriſtian churches are not only repreſented as vo- 
luntary ſocieties, and the members of them conſider- 
ed as perions united in the ſtrongeſt ties, but allo as 
having ſome kind of authority over each other. Hence 
they are exhorted to © ſubmit themſelves one to ano- 
ther. And ſuch paſſages as the following ſtrongly 
imply, that the primitive churches conſidered them 
ſelves as having a right to judge of the qualifications 
of ſuch as offered themſelves to their communion, 
and to refuſe thoſe that appeared not duly qualified. 
© Receive ye one another as Chriſt alſo hath received 
© us. + — I commend unto you Phebe our ſiſter, 
that ye receive her as becometh ſaints.” & But this 
authority of the church with reſpect to its own mem- 
bers is more fully expreſſed in thoſe paſſages which 
relate to excommunication, the principal of which I 
had occaſion to quote at length in a former letter. 4 
Now by the ſame authority that a church may 
reject any from their ſociety, after they have been re- 
ccived, they may, ſurely, refuſe to admit any as 
| mem- 
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members of it, whom they judge equally unworthy, 
under what pretence ſoever they may deſire admiſſion. 
The right of refuſing members ſtands upon the 
ſame footing with that of excommunicating 5 | 
But why need I thus attempt to vindicate this right, 
when you yourſelf have allowed it, if there be any 
meaning in that paſſage (p. 33.) in part before quot- 
ed, in which you inter the authority of a church to 
refuſe admiſſion to ſcandalous ſinners, from that which 
Paul's warrant gives them to excommunieate ſuch. 
Having obſerved that neither the miniſter nor con- 
gregation have any right to examine thoſe that de- 
lire communion, or enquire into their hves, you add, 
I do not here ſpeak of thoſe vices which are a 
« ſcandal to human ſociety, and which, according ta 
te the judgment of St. Paul, will juſtify excommuni- 
cation.“ I muſt own the meaning of this paſſage 
is not very clear, (not to inſiſt upon the inaccuracy of 
it, you not having before ſpoken of any vices :) 
You do not ſay whether we may examine men con- 
cerning thoſe vices which are a ſcandal, &c. or whe- 
ther we may refuſe communion to ſuch as are guilty 
of them. The connexion ſeems beſt to ſuit the for- 
mer ſenſe ; tho' it muſt be owned, it ſounds rather 
odd to talk of examining men about thoſe vices 
which are a ſcandal to human ſociety, ſince, if they 
are ſuch a ſcandal, they muſt be too well known to 
need examination. But admitting this was your mean- 
ing, the latter ſuppoſition is implied in, or neceſſarily 
follows from it; for if a miniſter or congregation 
have a right to enquire concerning mens characters, 
they certainly have a right to refuſe communion to 
thoſe who are found to have bad ones; without ſup- 
poling this, the enquiry would be utterly uſeleſs, 

Well then, we ſeem thus far to be agreed : That a 
Chriſtian ſociety has, in general, an authority over its 
members, ſo as to excommunicate, and by parity of 


reaſon refuſe, certain perſons as unht for communion 
With 
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78 Diſſenter s Anſirer to Dr. Prieſtley. 
with them, in the ordinance of the Lord's Supper. 
What remains to be debated is, How far this autho- 
rity extends: That is to ſay, What qualifications a 
church may demand as neceſſary in thoſe that are ad- 
mitted to communion — and by what means they are 
to obtain ſatisfaction concerning thoſe qualifications. 
As to the former, it is no wonder that we ſhould 
differ, ſince I find you differ from yourſelf, In one 
— of your work you ſay, there is nothing in the 
ew Teſtament that requires any ober qualification 
than a proſeſſion of chriſtianity, and aſk in the language 
of defiance, (p. 30.) What right have Chriſtians 
* at this day to inſiſt upon an other? Nay, it ſeems, 
* a previous declaration of a man's being a Chri- 
e ſtian is by no means neceſlary.”—In the paſſage 
juſt before quoted, (p. 33.) you allow that “ ſuch 
“ vices as are a ſcandal to human ſociety” are a ſuf- 
ficient bar to communion. But in the very next ſen- 
tence (which you deſire may be xozed), you in effect 
allow all mankind a right to it, if they defire it, ex- 
cepting only thoſe that have been excommunicated. 
Let it be noted (ſay you) that, according to the 
* practice of the primitive church, #9 perſon was ex- 
* cluded from the Lord's Supper, who was not for- 
* mally excommunicated.” A remark, worthy of 
note, truly! and which could not eaſily eſcape ob- 
ſervation, on account of its glaring inconſiſtency, not 
only with the well-known truth, but even with what 
you yourſelf had allowed; viz. that a profeſſion of 
chriſtianity, and a freedom from ſcandalous vices, are 
neceſſary terms of communion. With what conſiſt- 
ency can theſe be allowed neceſſary, if the primitive 
church admitted all but the excommunicated ? un- 
lefs you will ſay that the primitive church excom- 
municated all infidels and ſcandalous ſinners; that is, 
{like the church of England) excommunicated thoſe 
that never belonged to it: or clic, that we may infitt 
upon other terms of communion than the primitive 
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perſuaded, you will allow. 
What terms of communion a Cheiftien is . 


ed to demand I now proceed to enquire. And here 
1 deſire it may be . noted,“ that (as was before 
acknowledged) I am of opinion, no church has 
authority to make any new terms of communion for 
itſelf; as this would be invading the office, and even 
diſputing the wiſdom of Chriſt, the alone head of the 
church. Jas much abhor all human impoſitions in 
matters of religion, as you can do, and would as 
warmly enter my proteſt againſt them. I am willing 
to determine this part of the preſent controverſy, as 

well as the others, by the ſole teſtimony of ſcripture, 
deſiring only the liberty of interpreting ſcripture ac- 
cording to the rules laid down in my Firſt Letter, on 
which I have all along proceeded. Strictly adhering 
to thele, I cannot but think, that all Chriſtian churches: 
are warranted to admit none to communion with 


them but ſuch as give credible evidence, that they 


embrace chriſtianity as a divine religion, that they 


underſtand and believe the leading articles of it, that. 


they are free from all ſcandalous vices, and that they 


are holy in heart and life; in a word, that they are 


* altogether Chriſtians, I have already proved, by 
ſeveral ſcripture arguments, that ſuch perſons as 
theſe alone have a right to communion. with a Chri- 
{tian ſociety, in the ordinance of the Lord's Supper, 
or can with propriety attend upon it; and that all 
but ſuch ought to abſtain from it: and I have 
now proved that every ſuch ſociety has authority to 
judge concerning the qualifications of thoſe that pro- 
poſe themſclves as members, before they be admi;- 
ted: From whence it ſeems to me naturally to fo- 
low, that ſuch a ſociety has a ſcriptural authority to re- 
fuſe admittance to all who do not anſwer to the above 
deſcription. If churches have any authority at all 


with reſpect to the admiſſion of their members, it is 
reaſonab!e, 


: # 


8 Diſenter s Anſwer to Dr. Prieſtley. 
reaſonable to fuppole it extends to every qualification 
of which they can be thought competent judges, and 
that they are warranted to exclude all Who give 
plain evidence that they are excluded by the laws of 
Chriſt: : It would ſeem very ſtrange! that he ſhould 
appoint an ordinance for the true members of his 
church, his genuine diſciples; to celebrate alone, for- 
bidding others to intrude amongſt them, and autho- 
rize them to judge concerning the qualifications of 
ſuch as may offer to join them, and yet warrant them 
to refuſe none, except known infidels, or perſons 
guilty of ſuch vices as are a ſcandal to human ſociety; 
but admit mere nominal Chriſtians of all kinds, whom 
they knew to be as really incapable of anſwering the 
ends of the Lord's Supper, as the openly profane. 
Whatſoever the ſcripture makes to be an eſſential 
qualification of a communicant, it appears moſt ra- 
tional to ſuppoſe, that, as none ought to offer them- 
ſelves to communion who are deſtitute of it, ſo thoſe 
who are the appointed judges of mens fitneſs for this 
ordinance, ought to require credible evidence of it, 
and to admit none without it. a 
But further; we have ſeen, in the preceding letter, 
that the directions of ſcripture with reſpe& to excom- 
munication of members, will aſſiſt us in judging con- 
cerning the neceſſary qualifications of them. It has 
been obſerved that chriſtian churches are required to 
reject from their communion ſuch as are guilty, 
not merely of thoſe vices which are a ſcandal to hu- 
man ſociety, but of any irregularity which proves 
them not to be real chriſtians. From hence I argued, 
that ſuch perions ought to abſtain from the Lord's 
Supper, tho? their real characters were known only 
te themſelves. I now further infer (which I think 
I-may do with at leaſt equal juſtice) that the church 
has ſufficient authority to refuſe admittance to ſuch, 
when they have plain evidence of their characters, 
though they ſhould debre it: for it would be moſt 
2 3 ä unTrea- 
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unreaſonable to think, that they ought to admit 
ſuch perſons as members, whom they would be 
obliged to excommunicate as ſoon as admitted. 

But my chief argument I reſerve as my laſt, 
which is drawn from the example of the primitive 
churches. You have been pleaſed to aſſert, that 
they refuſed none but ſuch as had been formally ex- 
communicated. I have already obſerved to you, 
that they admitted neither infidels, nor ſcandalous 
ſinners. I ſhall now attempt to prove, that they re- 
ceived none but ſuch. as gave credible evidence of 
their being © Chriſtians, in the moral ſenſe of the 
word.“ It is, at leaſt, a ſtrong preſumptive argu- 
ment, in favour of this ſuppoſition, that the mem- 
bers of thoſe churches (as I have before ſhewn) are 
addreſſed as ſaints, , as ſanctified, as juſtified, &c. 
and that thoſe who afterwards were found to 
be wicked, are called falſe brethren, crept in 
unawares. But not to inſiſt upon this, it is too 
well known to need proof, that the firſt Chriſ- 
tians admitted none into the church, that had 
not been baptized; and it is as well known, that 
the firſt preachers of the goſpel would baptize none 
but thoſe that profeſſed to believe and repent. Even 
in the earlieſt dawn of goſpel- light, John the bap- 
tiſt, our Lord's forerunner, expreſly forbade the 
Phariſees coming to his baptiſm, for want of the 
fruits of repentance correſpondent to their profeſſion. 
See Matt. iii. 7. 8. His baptiſm is called the 
* baptiſm of repentance for the remiſſion of ſins; 
ana thoſe that were baptized by him, are ſaid to 
have come © confeſſing their ſins.” Nor was the 
baptiſm of Chriſt adminiſtered to any (that were 
adult) but to ſuch as profeſſed faith and repentance z 
by which are meant, not ſuch an external regard to 
the goſpel as mere nominal Chriſtians might diſco- 
ver, but ſuch graces as conſtitute a real Chriſtian, 


and are connected with ſalvation, as is plain from 
G the 
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the following paſſages: © He that believeth and is 
* baptized ſhall be ſaved. Except a man be born 
© of water and the fpirit, he cut fee the kingdom 


of God. Repent and be baptized, evety one of you, 


© for the remiſſion of fits.” Then they that gladly 
© received his word were baptized. Tf thou beheveft 
< with all thine heart, thou mayeſt. Ariſe and be 
< baptized, and waſh away thy fins, calling on the 
name of the Lord. The waſhing of regeneration, 
and the renewing of the Holy Ghoſt.” 
Should it be objected here, that theſe texts do 
« not relate to the Lord's Supper,” the anſwer is ob- 
vious : they conclude as ſtrongly in favour of the 
point we are defending as if they did. Tf the primitive 
churches admitted none tobaptiſm, but ſuch as appear- 
ed to be real Chriſtians, they certainly would admit 
none but ſuch to the Lord's Supper; ſince none were 
ſuffered to communicate with them in this ordinance 
who had not been received as members of the church 
by the other. For baptiſm was appointed as the rite 


of jnitiation into the church; whereas the Lord's 


Supper is a means of communion with it. Andd it 
is moſt eafy and natural to infer, that thoſe who 
ought not to be admitted members of a ſociety, 
ought not to have communion with it. This might 
ſerve to account for it, if it ſhould be found, that 
there are no inſtances in the New Teſtament, of a 
church's refufing any perſons communion with them 
in the Lotd's Wb for want of evidence, with 
reſpect to their piety; or if it ſhould not be expreſly 
ſaid, that none but fuch as give this evidence ought 
to be admitted to it.— However, it is plain, that 
the primitive Chriſtians were very cautious in ad- 
mitting to intimate fellowſhip with them (and much 
more, ſurely, at the Lord's Fable) even thoſe that 
profeſſed to be real converts, and to have been bap- 
tized; as appears from the conduct of thoſe at Jeru- 

ſalem, towards the apoſtie Paul, when he offered 
: to 
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to aſſociate with them; though he could aſſure them 
(as no doubt he did) that he had not only been bap- 
tized, but even preached - Chriſt, Woe are told, 
As ix. 26. When Saul was come to Jeruſalem, 
he effayed to join himſelf to the diſciples, but they 
were all afraid of him, and believed not that he 
vas a diſciple. From theſe circumſtances, let any 
unprejudiced perſon judge, whether © the primitive 
church admitted all to communion, except thoſe 
« that had been formally excommunicated ;z” and 
from the ſeveral arguments I have produced, -whe- 
ther every Chriſtian ſociety -is not warranted to ex- 
clude all that do not give credible evidence of their 
being real Chriſtians. "6 

But it may not be amiſs juſt to take notice here, 
of what you have alledged againſt this doctrine, in 
your Letter to Mr. Venn, p. 42. In this imper- 
+ fect ſtate (ſay you) it is evidently our wiſdom to 
« ſuffer many tares to grow up with the wheat, The 
proper time for ſeparation is the day of judg- 
te ment, when it will be done effectually and finally.” 
To this I anſwer, Our Lord in the parable to which 
you refer (Matt. xiii: 39. 40.) concerning the wheat 
and the tares, is not neceſſarily to be ufiderſtood, as 
forbidding his church to reject ſuch mere nominal 
Chriſtians as may have crept into it, when they have 


plain evidence of their being ſuch; for this inter- 


pretation would make the excommunication of any 
members of the church unlawful ; but only as dif- 
couraging an attempt to- diſcover and exrirpate all 
hypocrites that may have gained admittance; as 


condemning a too officious zeal in the members R 


the church, in finding flaws in the characters of 
profeſſors, and dealing with the utmoſt ſeverity to- 
wards them: a conduct moſt certainly very unbe- 
coming fallible, ſinful men, from whom the utmoſt 
candour and tenderneſs are due to-gach other; and 
might be attended _ very unhappy conſequences. 
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84 Diſenter's Anſiber ta Dr. Prieſtley. 
in often excluding ſincere, 'tho' imperfect Chriſtians, 
It is, doubtleſs, much better to ſuffer many hypo- 
crites to remain in a church, than to caſt out one ll 
truly pious member. And, therefore, none ought : 
to be excluded on account of the uncharitable ſuſ- n 
picions of particular perſons, or, on account of any Ne 
thing not plainly made, in ſcripture, eſſential to the I þ 
Chriſtian character; or without the cleareſt evidence W :! 
of guilt, after an impartial examination, friendly y 
reproofs, ſuitable warnings, and a ſufficient time of It 
trial for amendment. But if, notwithſtanding this I & 
charitable procedure, any members of the church 2. 
are found to be- deſtitute of a truly Chriſtian tem- I hi 
per or conduct, and the excluding them could not Ine 
be ſuppoſed-to affect any real Chriſtian, this parable I th 
of our Lord, I apprehend, does not diſcourage Wl {: 
excommunication; and we have ſeen, there are Ne 
other ſcriptures which warrant it. But, let it be W & 
carefully obſerved, that whatever be the meaning Wl ha 
of this parable, it is quite foreign to the purpoſe to. th 
apply it here, ſince it relates entirely to the purgins WY no 
the field, or caſting out what had proved a nuiſance; ¶ th 

whereas, the matter of our enquiry is, not whether WII di 
mere nominal Chriſtians are to be rejected from WM fu; 
church-communion, but whether, when they are fin 
previouſly known to be ſuch, they ought to be ad. If nit 
mitted. Between theſe two caſes there is a manifeſt I the 
and conſiderable difference: though (as I have be- | 
fore argued) none ought to be received as members ¶ ch 
who would immediately deſerve to be caſt aut, it N co. 
does not follow, that all ought to-be received, who, W tio 
if they were already members, ought not to be ejec- ¶ the 
ted. There ſhould be ſtrong poſitive evidence of W fre 
guilt, o .je# a member; whereas the want of Wl i: | 
poſitive proof of piety, might be an objection ¶ the 
to the admitting of one: ſo that, ſuppoſing it were ¶ to 
true, that all mere nominal Chriſtians, who have N vi 


got admittance into the church, were to be ſuffered 
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to remain in it; you cannot juſtly infer, that there- 
fore all ſuch ought to be received. Though it might 
be hazardous to pluck up tares, becauſe the wheat 
would be in danger of being pluckt up with them, 
that is no reaſon why tares ſhould be ſown. In 
many caſes it would be ſafe and eaſy to prevent an 
evil, though it might be difficult to remedy it, and 
hazardous to make the attempt. But I am perſuaded, 
in queſtion is ſo far from favouring 


the png 


your cau 


e, that it makes ſtrongly againſt it. 


The 


tares are ſaid to be ſown by an enemy, who, in the 
explanation of the - parable, we are told is the de- 
vil: from which circumſtance, as, alſo; from the 
huſbandman's diſpleaſure, it is maniteſt, they ought 


not to have been ſown among the wheat. 


Ano- 


ther remarkable circumſtance is, that the tares are 
ſaid to have been ſown while men ſlept ; ſo that this 
evil is aſcribed to the culpable remiſſneſs of the 
ſervants, who, if they had done their duty, might 
have prevented it: whence it is natural to gather 
this inſtruction, that mere nominal Chriſtians have 
no right to a place in the church; that if thoſe 
that bear the keys of the church, are watchful and 
diligent in their office, they might, in a great mea- 
ſure, prevent their admiſſion; and that ſuch drow- 
ſineſs and neglect, as give ſuch perſons an opportu- 
hly culpable and diſpleaſing to 


nity to enter, are hig 


their maſter. 


Having thus ſhown what qualifications a Chriſtian 
church may demand in thoſe whom they admit to 
communion, we proceed to conſider the other queſ- 
tion which ariſes upon this, viz. By what means 
they may ſeek ſatisfaction, whether thoſe that de- 
fire communion are thus qualified? Are we to take 
it for granted, that all thoſe who offer to celebrate 
the Lord's Supper with us, are qualified according 
to the laws of Chriſt, whether . we are acquainted 
vith their eharacters or not? Or (to ule the words 


G 3 


which 
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which you have, very naturally, put into the mouths 
of your readers p. 33.) ** Muſt not the miniſter, 
or the congregation, enquire into the life and con- 
duct of a perſon, before he be admitted to com- 
% munion with them?“ The anſwer which you your- 
ſelf have given to this queſtion, is as follows. 
* anſwer frankly, that I find no ſuch authority com- 
* mitted to any miniſter or congregation : men are 
directed to examine themſelves but the miniſter 
«* js not directed to examine them; and we mult 
* not go beyond our commiſſion.“ An anſwer which 
has fo little foundation in reaſon, that you yourſelf 


ſeem ſcarcely ſatisfied with it, as you have thought 


proper to ſoften the matter, and in a manner to un- 
fay what you had ſaid, in the next ſentence, of which 
J had occaſion to take fome notice before. I do 
* not (ſay you) here ſpeak of thoſe vices which are a 
* ſcaridal to human ſociety.“ In theſe words you 
have allowed (as I have already remarked) that a 
miniſter or congregation may enquire, Whether thoſe 
that defire communion with them, be free from 
frendalous vices; fo that you have in fact granted 
that general right which you ſeemed to deny, of en- 
-quiring into the lives of perſons before they be ad- 
mitted to the Lord's Supper. We only differ, then, 
in our opinion with reſpect to the extent of ſuch an 
enquiry. Tou allow, a miniſter or congregation 
may enquire into the lives of candidates for the 
Lord's Supper, ſo far, as to gain ſatisfaction, that 
they are free from ſcandalous vices (though you do 
not ſay whether they are to examine the perſons 
themſelves, or enquire their characters of others): 
Whereas, I affert, that a church may enquire, Whe- 
ther they are free from every vice that is incor- 
ſiſtent with a Chriſtian profeſſion? Whether they 
lead holy, exemplary lives ? And whether they un- 
derſtand and believe the leading fundamental art: 


les of the Chriſtian doctrine. I alſo aſſert, — 
5 thei 


. E I TIER M 


theſe enquiries may be made of ſuch as are beſt ac- 
quainted with the perſons defiring communion, and 
likewiſe of thoſe perſons themſelves. You. fay, 
you no where find ſuch authority committed to 


any miniſter or congegration.” Pray, Sir, tell us, 


where you find that Which you claim. We have 
juſt as expreſs an authority for examining whether 
the perſons who defire admiſſion to the Lord's Sup- 
per, give credible evidence of their being real 
Chriſtians, as you have for enquiring whether they 
are free from ſcandalous vices. The truth is, there is 
no expreſs authority, in either of theſe caſes, - com- 
mitted to any Chriſtian church, for ſuch examination; 
nor was there occaſion for it: it naturally follows 
from the nature of the ordinance, and from that 
general authority, which, we have ſeen, churches 
have over their members, ſo as to exclude thoſe 
that appear unworthy. How muſt they know whe- 
ther thoſe that offer to join their ſociety, ought to 
be received or not, unleſs they enquire? A right 
to refuſe any, neceſſarily ſuppoſes a rigat to enquire 
of all : the extent of this authority muſt be deter- 
mined by the neceſſary qualifications for church 
communion. If it 'ſhould r from ſcripture, 
that all thoſe who make a profeſſion of Chriſtianity, 
who believe that Chriſt is a teacher ſent. from God, 
and who are free from ſcandalous vices, have a 


right to the Lord's Supper, but only fuck; and 


that, if any others have gained admittance, they 


ought to be excluded; it naturally follows, that a 
church has a right ro enquire, Whether thoſe who 
defire to become members of it, are thus qualified, 


and no further. But if (as I have endeavoured ta 


prove) none have à right to admiſſion but ſuch 
as give credible evidence that they are real Chrit- 
tians, then every church has authority, upon your 
own principles, to examine whether thoſe that deſire 
admiſſion, appear to be real Chriſtians or not, and 
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to enquire: both into their lives, and into their faith. 
If, in any other ſociety, an eſtabliſned law required 
that none ſhauld be admitted into it but perſons of 
ſuch and ſuch qualifications, though no authority 
was expreſly given to the members of it, to exa- 
mine the candidates, with reſpect to them, would 
ſuch examination be deemed an impoſition? Why 
it ſhould, then, in the preſent caſe, I am at a loſs 

to coe e. Danni | 
But let it be further obſerved, as this right of 
enquiry ſeems reaſonable in itſelf, and follows from 
the nature of the Lord's Supper, and the general 
authority of a church over its members, ſo it ſeems 
to be confirmed by ſome accounts we find in ſcrip- 
ture, of the conduct of the primitive churches. It 
was uſual for them, even to ſend letters of commen- 
dation of their members to other churches, when 
they had occaſion to deſire fellowſhip with them, 
which implies, that they were ſtrict in enquiring into 
the characters of thoſe who came to the Lord's 
Table. See Ads xviii. 27. Rom. xvi. 1. 2 Cor. iii. 1. And, 
to recur to the caſe of Saul, and the church at Je- 
ruſalem, before mentioned, as the diſciples there 
were all afraid of him, when he offered to jour him- 
ſelf to them, we are told. Barnabas took him and 
* brought him to the apoſtles, and declared unto 
them, how he had ſeen the Lord in the way, &c.“ 
Another remarkable inſtance to my preſent purpoſe 
is, the profeſſion which was demanded, previous to 
the admiſſion of any to baptiſm, which is the rite 
of initiation into the fellowſhip of the church ; which 
inſtance ſerves to prove, as I propoſed doing, that 
a church may not only enquire concerning the lives 
of thoſe that defire admiſſion, but alſo jnto their 
faith; and likewiſe that they may make their en- 
quiry, not only of ather perſons, acquainted with 
them, but alſo of the candidates hene. I ſhall 
ag ci UAE 16  ._ . theretors 


ob) HMT EN 39. 
therefore take ſome more pan notice of this fact 
_ and by. 

You have been pleaſed to aſſert, (p. 30.) that 4 
previous declaration of a man's being a Chriftian 
is by no means neceſſary (to his attending the 
« Lord's ſupper]. This action is, itſelf, the de- 
% claration, and a more {ignificant and ſolemn one 
than any other.“ 

That is to ſay, a perſon's actual coming to the 
Lord's table is the declaration of his fitneſs for it. 
Upon this principle, all perſons whatſoever, who at- 
tend thus rite, are (or at leaſt we muſt ſuppoſe they are) 
duly qualified for it, though we have no proof but 
this, that they are not ſcandalous ſinners, or even 
infidels; nay, though we have abſolute evidence of 

their being ſuch! And further; according to your 
aſſertion, when any apply for admiſſion into the 
church, though there be ſtrong reaſon to ſuſpect 
that they Fe groſly ignorant, or even vicious, and 
that they are actuated by the baſeſt of principles, 
neither the miniſter nor. the church have a right to 
demand any declaration with reſpect either to their 
knowledge, their faith, or their practice: for if “ no 
<< - previous declaration, with reſpect to either, be 
« neceſſary,” certainly no enquiry can be vindicable. 
Vou have indeed expreſly aſſerted it is not. F Men 
are directed to examine themſelves, (ſay you) but 
the miniſter is not directed to examine them, and 
« we muſt not go beyond our commiſſion.” Let 
us only apply your way of reaſoning to any other 
ſimilar caſe, and you muſt, I ſhould think, ſee the 
weakneſs of it, not only here, but in ſome other 
parts of our debate. Suppoſe a number of Britons, 
reſiding for a time in a foreign country, for any 
particular purpoſe, had formed themſelves into a 
jociety, and had obtained a charter from the govern- 
ment there, by which they were entitled to certain pri- 
vileges peculiar to themſelves, and ſuch others of their 
5 country- 
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countrymen as might ſettle there. Suppoſe further; 


that a certain periodical feaſt was appointed, at which 


all the members of the faid ſociety ſhould be required 
to attend, with a particular view to preſerve their 


diſtinction from the natives of the place; to com- 
memorate the favour and indulgence of the Prince 
that had granted them their immunities; to teſtify 


their ſubjection to his government, and their con- 


formity to the laws of their charter; as well as their 


regards to each other. Now ſuppoſing any new 
fertlers propoſed to join this ſociety, with a view to 
enjoy certain emoluments, let 'me aſk any impartial 
perſon, what evidence it might reaſonably be ex- 
pected they ſhould give, or the ſociety demand, of 
their being true Britons? Would it be thought a 
violation of the law of kindneſs,” or an undue uſurp- 
ation in the members of that ſociety, or an infringe- 
ment of the liberty of others, to examine them con- 
eerning their pretenſions of being ſubjects of the Bri- 


tiſh empire; though their charter had not expreſsly 


enjoined ſuch an enquiry, but only in general terms 
excluded all others? Or would their coming to the 
Britiſh feaſt be judged © the declaration,“ and ſuch 
an one as to ſuperſede any other? Attending the 


ſaid feſtival would indeed be a ſufficient progf (to the 
members of the ſociety, and to others) what perſons 


were acknowledged as Britiſh ſubjects, if none but 


ſuch were known to be admitted; but it were abſurd 


to conſider this attendance as what gave them a right 
zo be ſo acknowledged; ſince, if all had a liberty to 
attend, without any previous declaration of their 
* right,” then perſons of other nations might and 
would do it from motives of- intereſt, and thus the 
diſtinction between Engliſhmen and others would be 
utterly loſt. The application of this to the caſe in 


Point is eaſy, Attending the Lord's ſupper is a 


declaration of a man's Chriſtianity; and I will allow 
you, the moſt ſignificant and ſolemn one he can 
| make,“ 


LBST T:E RAVE 
* make,” and his being admitted to it is a 

of his being acknowledged by the church of Chri 
as a true Chriſtian; but it does not follow from hence, 
that no previous declaration is * this 
rather makes it neceſſary. No one ought to declare, 
in this way, that he is a Chriſtian, nor to he acknow- 
ledged as ſuch hy others, unleſs he really be one. 
Now a previous profeſſion is the proper proof that he 
is a Chriſtian, and that he has a right to that ordi- 
nance, in which he makes the declaration of it pub- 
lick, and is alſo acknowledged by the church as fuck. 
And indeed, without ſuppoſing ſome ſuch previous 
declaration as you object to, and the right of a church 
to enquire concerning the faith and practice of can- 
didates for the Lord's Supper, that ordinance would 
ceaſe to be what you ſay it is, the declaration of a 
man's Chriſtianity; becauſe then, thoſe that were not 
Chriſtians might partake of it, and doubtleſs would, 
in many caſes, which you cannot be at a loſs to 
ſuppoſe, wherein their ſecular intereſt might be pro- 
moted, but their conſciences muſt be ſh ly 
proſtituted, and the credit of religion would griey- 
ouſly ſuffer, | | * 
But you will probably object, © that the means 
propoſed is inſufficient to anſwer the end, as it is 
impoſſible to know the hearts of men, and after the 
ſtricteſt care in examining perſons before their ad- 
miſſion into the church, many hypocrites will ger 
into it.“ I'anfwer, it is readily allowed to be im- 
poſſible always to detect hypocriſy, and to keep cun- 
ning and evik-deſigning men out of the church. 
But though ſome will intrude notwithſtanding the 
ſtricteſt guard, that is no reaſon why all ſhould have 
free admiſſion without enquiry. Though ſome, well 
ſkilled in the art of deception, might paſs the trial, 
others would quickly diſcover themſelves; and efpe- 


* 


cially the groſsly ignorant; who, when aſked con- 


cerning their views of Chriſtianity and of the Lord's 
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Supper, could not anſwer at all without betraying 
their ignorance. And I am fully perſuaded, that 
there ate many perſons who would make no ſoruple 
of cdining to the Lord's Supper, if they could an- 
ſwer/ any ſiniſter / purpoſe. by doing it, (though they 
Vvere conſcious of their unfitneſs for it) could they 
doit without: any enquiry into their views, &c. who 
wonld? not be hardy enough ſolemnly to declare to 
a church or miniſter what they knew to be falſe; 
and who would be deterred from attempting it, by 
MITES | 


ö 


- 
: 9 


% 


the proſpect of ſuch a previous examination. 

Heſides, it may naturally be ſuppoſed that this 
method would be ſerviceable, in putting many per- 
ſons upon looking; into the ſtate'of their minds, and 


. 


= raking pains to be duly prepared for this ordinance; 
who might otherwiſe attend it in a careleſs manner; 
uud fatisty themſelves with the form of godlineſs, 
W- * withour the power of it.“ £1 Dim F, LTH 
0 Well, but after all, where is the authority of a 
pl | © miniſter or a church thus to examine men, pre- 
= <'viods to their admiſſion to the Lord's ſupper? 
&« We are not directed [in ſcripture] to examine 


& them, and we muſt not go beyond our com- 
ct miſſion.“ I anſwer; this authority, though not 
reſsly committed to them in ſcripture, naturally 


r Mans Lanes 
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1 follows from ſcripture-premiſes, as well as from rea- 
ſon; and would be thought juſtifiable in the caſe 
ve have ſuppoſed above, or in any ſimilar inſtance. 
But let it be further obſerved, that this authority in 
& Chriſtian miniſters, which I am vindicating, ſeems 


= = - . APES by 
a en 


do me neceſſarily to follow from the nature of their 
office, as watchmen, as. ſhepherds, as overſeers, as 
rulers of the church; and to be included in thoſe 

eral exhortations delivered to them, to watch for 

fouls as thoſe that muſt give an account, to inſtru, 

to warn, to reprove i to exhort, &c. according to the 
neceſſities of their ſeveral hearers. Now, in order 
to diſcharge their duty with fidelity and ſucceſs, it is 
TIGTUC | b in 
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in many oaſes as neceſſary for them to examine” (or, 


if you diſlike that word, to gion) the perſons with 
whom they have to do, with reſpect to their views 
of things, and the diſpoſitions of their minds, as it 
is ſor the'phyfician to enquire of his patients into the 
particular ſtate of their bodies, in order to adapt his 
preſcriptions thereunto; in which cafe, no onè is un- 
reaſonable enough to queſtion his authority, or to 
charge him with going beyond his commiſſion; and 
why a miniſter's right to enquire into the ſtate of the 
minds of his hearers ſhould .be put upon a different 
— or why he ſhould be thought to need any 
expreſs commiſſion, I am at a loſs to conceive. If 
he would inform their judgments in any important 
icular, he muſt know that they are ignorant; 

if he would warn them of any danger, he muſt 
know whether they are liable to it. But in many 
caſes he cannot know either, whatever he may ful- 
pect, without enquiry. To apply this to the pre- 
ſent caſe: Suppoſe a perſon intimates his intention 
to come to the Lord's Supper; the miniſter has rea- 
ſon to ſuſpect that he does not underſtand the nature 
and deſign of it, or that his views in coming to it 
are unwarrantable; that he is abſolutely unfit for 
this ſolemnity, and in danger of eating and drin- 
ing judgment to himſelf;' will you ſay that mini- 
ſter muſt ſhew a particular commiſſion from heaven, 
before he can claim an authority to aſk- that perſon 
what his ſentiments and his views are, in order to 
inſtruct or warn him, to prevent his aggravating his 
own guilt, and bringing a diſcredit on the religion 
of Jeſus? By the ſame method of reaſoning ycu 
might as eaſily prove, that neither a miniſter nor 2 
arent has a right to catechiſe children, becauſe, 
though they are ordered to inſtruct them, they have 
no expreſs commiſſion to examine them; and they 
ougght not to exceed their commiſſion,” or go- be- 


yond the bounds of their. lawful authority. f 7 a 
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But I muſt further, obſerve to you, Sir, that this 
right of a church (or miniſter in their name) to exa- 
mine candidates for communion, and to demand 
ſome previous declaration of their Chriſtianity, ſeems 
to have ſufficient foundation in the well-known prac- 
tice of the primitive church. Tou have told us, 
that all-profeſſing Chriſtians have a right to the 
© Lord's Supper.“ What you mean by profeſiine 
Chriſtianity, as giving this right, I am at a loſs to 
find: bur it is plain the ſcripture makes it to be that 
very thing which you except againſt as unneceſſary, 
viz. '** a previous declaration of a man's Chriſtian- 
„ ity,” there called confeſſing with the mouth.“ 
See, { other paſſages, Rom. x. 19, 20. If 
© thou ſhalt confeſs with thy mouth the Lord Jeſus, 
and ſhalt believe in thine heart... thou ſhalt be 
< ſaved: for with the heart man believeth unto 
© righteouſneſs, and with the mouth confeſſtion is made 
© unto' ſalvation.*' This profeſſion of faith, or de- 
claration of a perſon's Chriſtianity, was as neceflary 
as baptiſm itſelf, and required previous to it; which 
(as was hinted above) is a fact of conſiderable im- 
portance in the preſent debate, baptiſm being the 
rite of initiation into the church. When we read, 
in the New Teſtament, of perſons believing, and 
being thereupon baptized, we are to underſtand tr 
of their profef/ing to believe: for Simon Magus him- 
ſelf, it is ſaid, believed, and accordingly was bap- 
tiſed. We cannot reaſonably underſtand this account 
of him as implying that he was a real belicver, but 
only that he profeſſed to be one. We read concern- 
ing ſome converts, that they came confeſſing their 
deeds, and declaring that they believed Jeſus was 
the Chriſt. Even John's diſciples, when they came 
to be baptized by him, * confefled their fins.” And 
it appears that a profeſſion of faith was demanded in 
the primitive times before the perſon, deſiring bap- 
tiſm, was admitted to it; as is evident from * 
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of the Eunuch, to whom Philip preached the 

in his chariot. When, upon ſeeing à quantity of 
water, the Eunuch aſked what hindered his being 
baptized, Philip, having before preached to him 
Jeſus, demanded a profeſſion of his faith, (not con- 
fidering baptiſm itfelf as e declaration of it,“) 
© Tf thou beheveſt with all thine heart, thou mayeſt. 
The Eunuch accordingly made his profeſſion in theſe 
words, I believe that Jeſus Chriſt is the Son of God.“ 
Which — mar ng according to the uſual language 
of the Teftament, and taken in connexion with 
Philip's enquiry, together with his previous inſtruc- 
tion, amounts to a declaration, that he embraced all 
the eſſential doctrines of Chriſtianity, that he cordial 
Iy approved the way of falvation by Chrift, and 
chearfully fubmitted to it. That we have fo few 
inſtances of the hke profeſſion recorded, and that 
thoſe are ſo conciſely expreſſed, may eaſily be ac- 


counted for by conſidering, that the ſacred hiftory is 


uſually exceeding brief, more being generally to be 
underſtood than is expreſſed; that certain particulars 


mentioned in a few caſes may naturally be ſuppoſed 


in other fimilar ones, though not noticed; and eſpe- 
cially that the primitive times (as Mr. Venn has well 
remarked “, p. 52, &c.) when Chriſtians were per- 
ſecuted, rendered it leſs neceſſary to demand a very 
explicit profeſfion than the preſent, when Chriſtianity 
is eftabliſhed by the civil magiſtrate, and it is rather 
to a man's ſecular advantage, than otherwiſe, to bear 
the Chriſtian name. | 
From what has been advanced on this part of our 
— — perhaps it may appear, that you had not ſo 
ſufficient a foundation as you imagined for charging 
thoſe churches with making unſcriptural terms ot 
communion, or rather with having gone deep in- 
« to ſuperſtition,” (for that ſeems to be the con- 
®* I can by no means think with you, (Letter to Mr. V. p. 41.) 


that he has Tait more on this head chan the caſe required. 
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nexion) who require ** an account of perſons ex- 
**, perience. in religion, as an evidence of their being 
in a ſtate of grace, and having a title to heaven, 
before they can be admitted to communion.” 
p. 53. | | n 1 
- I will not undertake to vindicate, but on the con- 
trary will freely expreſs my diſapprobation of, thoſe 
ſocieties that inſiſt upon a minute and circumſtantial 
account, from all whom they admit to communion, 
in all circumſtances, of the means by which ſerious 
impreſſions were tirſt made upon their minds, and 
the manner in which the work of religion has been 
carried on, c. for, though ſuch accounts may ſome- 
times be truly edifying to others, many pious perſons 
are not able to give them, and they are no neceſſary 
evidence of being in a ſtate of grace. Leaſt of all 
can I attempt to vindicate the conduct of thoſe dea- 
cons, or other members of churches, who take upon 
themſelves, in an authoritative manner, to examine 
the candidates for communion, concerning ſuch ar- 
ticles of faith as neither they nor themſelves are like- 
1y to underſtand, and as are acknowledged by good 
men in general to be by no means eſſential to the 
Chriſtian character; to enquire. into all the feelings 
of their minds; to demand a kind. of. confeſſion of 
their ſecret ſins; or to inſiſt upon direct anſwers. to 
ſuch queſtions as are adapted more to diſplay their 
own knowledge (oftener perhaps their own ignorance) 
than to procure any rational ſatisfaction concerning 
the meetneſs of the candidate to be admitted to the 
Lord's Supper. Such intolerable uſurpation as this 
ought ever to be diſcouraged, as it has, in many 
inſtances, been attended with very pernicious con- 
ſequences. Many pious perſons have been deterred 
from the thoughts of that holy ordinance, which, 
could they otherwiſe have been admitted to it, they 
would have attended with delight. And ſome, it 
may be, who have propoſed themſelves to commu- 
EL non 
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nion with churches in which theſe n have 
been practiſed, have been ſo diſguſted at the im- 
pertinent and abſurd queſtions of their examiners, 
as to have taken up an unhappy prejudice againſt 
all manner of church-diſci line, and; trom conceiv- 
ing perhaps too highly of the Lord's ſupper; have 
been inſenſibly led into the oppoſite extream ; and 
have not only ſoon undergone a total change in their 
ſentiments with reſpect to diſcipline and doctrine too, 
but have learned to inveigh with bitterneſs againſt 
even the appearances of thoſe things in any, which 
they have ſeen others abuſe. Ir is not at all m- 
probable that Dr. Prie/tly himſelf might receive his 
firſt diſguſt againſt Orthodoxy from the injudicious 
conduct of ſome or other c © its trons, and that 
we may owe his book upon the s Supper, at leaſt 
ſome paſſages in it, (and perhaps ſome other of his 
writings) to the impertinence of thoſe that took upon 
them to examine him for this ordinance. Aſk your- 
ſelf, Sir, whether I am not right in my conjetturez 
and if I am, tell me whether it is reaſonable, in all 
caſes, to queſtion that auchority which may be abu- 
ſed; or whether it be worthy a wiſe man, becauſe he 
has ſeen or felt the bad conſequences of one extream, 
to run into the eppoſite ? What though the conduct 
of thoſe churches be unjuſtifiable, that inſiſt upon a 
circumſtantial account of a perſon's experience in 
public, does it follow, that therefore, the miniſter 
muſt not enquire into his life, and queſtion him with 
reſpe& to his faith in the leading doctrines of the 
golpel, and his views in coming to the Lord's Sup- 
r? Or becauſe ſome have demanded a confeſſion 
of what they had no right to know, aid. what, when 
known, could afford no proof of their fitneſs for the 
Lord's Supper, muſt we infer, that therefore requi- 
ring any profeſſion is an impoſition ? Between theſe, 
there is certainly a very wide difference: the former 
appears to me to haye no foundation either in ſcrip- 
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ture or reaſon ; the latter, I cannot but think, abun- 
dantly warranted by both. From a careful attention 
to the ſeveral paſſages I have produced, relating to 
church-fellowſhip, eſpecially thoſe juſt mentioned, 
reſpecting a verbal profeſſion; and from conſidering 
the nature of that relation, into which, receiving the 
Lord's Supper brings us; and likewiſe what is uſu- 
ally practiſed upon admiſſion into ether ſocieties, it 
appears to me entirely ſcriptural, and moſt highly 
rational, that a chriſtian church ſhould enquire con- 
cerning the character of thoſe who want admiſſion 
into their ſociety, ſhould deſire evidence of their 
faith and piety from others, and ſhould demand a 
profeſſion from themſelves, either from their own 


mouths, or by the miniſter, , that they cordially 


embrace the Chriſtian religion; that they are not 
„ conſcious to any thing in them inconſiſtent with 
the Chriſtian temper ; and that it is their firm 
e reſoJution, by the grace of God, to walk as 
e becometh the goſpel, and to behave, in every view, 
&« ſuitable to that relation to his church, into which 
they are about to enter.“ Deſiring your impartial 


- conſideration of what has been advanced, I conclude 
this Letter, with ſubſcribing myſelf, | 


Rev. SIR, 
7 Your's, &c. 
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* lebrating the Lord's Sup 
which, is as follows: It is of the ſame nature with 
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H E next enquiry, in which I propsſed to at: 
tend you, is, What is the advantage of ce- 
r?” Your anſwer to 


that which reſults from repeating any cuſtom, in 
commemoration of any other important event 
of the ſame nature with the celcbration of the 
paſſover, for inſtance, among the Jews. It tends 
to perpetuate the memory ot the tranſaction re- 
corded by it, and to cheriſh a grateful and joyful 
ſenſe of it. In this caſe, the cyſtem tends ro per- 
petuate the memory of the death of Chriſt, and to 
cheriſh our veneration and love for him: it in- 
flames our gratitude to ſo great a benefactor, and 
coniequently, our zeal to tulfl all his commands: 
moreover, being the joint action of ſeveral, it 
ſtrengthens our affection to the common cauſe, to 
one another, and to all who are engaged in it.“ 


(p. 28.) J have no objection, Sir, to this account, ſo 
far as it goes; but think it very defective; and;the 
remark which you have ſubjoined, appears to me 


highly unwarrantable. 


If you expect more than 


* this (ſay you) with reſpect to yourſelves or others, 


your expectations are unreaſonable, enthuſiaſtical, 
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* and ſure to be diſappointed.” Bold enough truly 


and, I will maintain it, equally falſe. There are 
thoſe, Sir, who not only expect more from this ordi- 
nance than you have allowed to be warrantable, but 
have actually found ſomething more in it, which has 
proved to them beyond diſpute, that their expectati- 
ons were not unreaſonable ; and the teſtimony of 
ſcripture, in my apprehenſion, ſufficiently vindicates 
their expectations, and their feelings, from the 
charge of enthuſiaſm. | | 

Beſides the advantages which, in the paſſage now 


quoted, you have aſſerted to be the only ones that 


can rationally be expected from the Lord's Supper; 
give me leave to mention the following, as Wat I 


- apprehend we may with equal reaſon hope for from 


it, conſidering the nature of the ordinance, and the 
general promiſes of the goſpel, with reſpect to the 
benefits accompanying a due attendance upon all di- 
vine inſtitutions. 

The firſt I will mention is, that it tends to confirm 


the Chriſtian's faith in the divine original of the goſ- 


pel, and conſequently, in the important doctrines of 
it. This follows from your own account, (p 28.) 
« This cuſtom of celebrating the Lord's Supper, 
« may be coniidered as a proof of the moſt inte- 
e reſting facts, relating to Chriſtianity. If they be 
«© not true, how could this cuſtom have ariſen ?” 
The frequent repetition of it then tends to eſtabliſh 
the Chriſtian in the belief of thoſe facts, and by the 


frequent contemplation of thoſe ſpiritual objects 


which are preſemed to his view in this ordinance, 
his faith in them is encreaſed, ſo that they make a 
deeper impreſſion upon his mind: nor can I ſee that 


it is irrational to ſuppoſe, that thoſe influences of 


divine grace are beſtowed in this, among other means, 
to invigorate that faith in Chriſt, which is ſaid to be 
the gift of God, which is the foundation of, and the 


grand incitement to all good works. 


1 Another 
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Another advantage of celebrating the Lord's Sup- 
per is, that it ſtrengthens our obligation to a life of 
univerſal holineſs, which it does, not only as we have 
the moſt cogent motives to ſuch a life, in the moſt 
forcible manner repreſented to our minds in this in- 
ſtitution, but as we hereby voluntarily enter into the 
moſt ſolemn engagements to it. This advantage is 
ſo obvious, even upon your own principles, that I 
am aſtoniſhed you ſhould have omitted it here; for 
you expreſly tell us, (p. 30) the language of the action 
is, I relolve, by the glace of God, to live and die 
like a Chriſtian.” But can a man make ſuch a de- 
claration, in ſo ſolemn a manner, and yet bring him- 
ſelf under no ſtronger obligation to purity of temper 
and life, than he would be under without it? And 
would the guilt of ſuch a perſon, if he ſhould con- 
tinue in fin, be no greater than that of another man? 
To me it appears hi -hly irrational to aſſert it; and 
tho' you have aſſerted it, when you ſay, (p. 34.) If 
a man be, in fact, a Chriſtian, the obligation to 
« a Chriſtian- like behaviour is much the ſame, whe- 
ther he declare his belief of Chriſtianity before 
the world, or not;“ yet, towards the cloſe of 
your work, (p. 56.) as I hinted in a former letter, 
ou ſeem to oppoſe this ſentiment, when (calling 
upon Chriſtians to “ declare themſelves ſuch, by 
« this ſolemn act“) you ſay, © I call upon you to 
* own, and in ſome meaſure ro ſtrengiben your obliga- 
« tion to à virtuous life, by a more public profeſſion 
of Chriſtianity ; and let it be a motive with you, 
« to a ſtriffer watch over your thoughts, words, 
and actions; that in nothing you may act unwor- 
« thily of the goſpel of God, whereof you make 
„ profeſſion.” , 244 I would aſk, Whether (as we 
need all poſſible obligations to an holy life) it be not 
an advantage to be brought under the ſtrongeſt ? 
In this view many have expected great benefit from 


the Lord's Supper, conſidering themſelves as thereby 
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bound in a ſolemn covenant to be the Lord's, and 
have actually found their expectations anſwered ; as 


the fear of incurring the guilt of violating their ſa- 
- | cramental engagements, has proved an happy preſer- 


vative againſt thoſe temptations to which they would 
otherwiſe have fallen a prey, and an important means 
of eſtabliſhing and quickening them in the ways of 
Can. 

Strange indeed, then 1s it! that you ſhould not 
merely have omitted, but abſolutely precluded this 
advantage, as indeed you have done every other, 
which perſons expect from this ordinance, © more 
** than” what you had mentioned as belonging to it, 
by ſaying that their © expectations are unreaſonable, 
* enthuliaſtical, and ſure to be diſappointed.” 
What is there, unreaſonable or enthuſiaſtical in ſuch 
an expectatiom as this? Or, on what authority will 
you aſſert, it is ſure to be diſappointed ? 

A further advantage reſulting from the celebra- 
tion of this rite, which you have omitted, 1s, that it 
tends to excite the utmoſt abhorrence of ſin, and 
eqnſequently the greateſt care, in watching againſt it, 
and the warmeſt zeal in our endeavours to oppoſe 
it; as we have here the moſt lively affecting view of 
its evil nature, of its dreadful conſequences, and of 
the divine diſpleaſure againſt it, in the ſufferings 


which the Son of God endured, to make an atone- 


ment for it. 
The Lord's Supper is alſo admirably adapted to 


romote the Chriſtian's comfort, and peace of mind, 
amidſt the various trials of life, and eſpecially, un- 
der that load of diſtreſs and fear, which the conſci- 
ouſneſs of guilt occaſions. What can be conceived 
to afford ſo much, or ſuch ſolid comfort to an heart 
burdened with grief, of any kind, as the view which 
this ordinance gives us, of a Saviour's loye, and 
of the unſpeakable everlaſting bleflings which are 


the fruits of his croſs ? What can adminiſter ſuch 
z peace 
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peace and joy to a mind overwhelmed with a ſenſe of 
guilt, as the diſcovery of that © blood which cleanſeth 
from all ſfin;* and that abundant mercy of God 
which is vouchſafed to all penitent believing ſouls, 
through the mediation of his Son ? : 
Further, the Lord's Supper 1s, I apprehend, an 
eminent means of enjoying the preſence of God and 
the Redeemer; and of having © fellowſhip with the 
Father, and with his Son, Jeſus Chriſt.” You have 
not merely omitted this, in mentioning the advan- 
tages of celebrating this rite, but you have, elſe- 
where, excepted againſt it (or rather, againſt a groſs 
miſrepreſentation of the matter) in the following 
words: “ This opinion of a divine virtue, and the 
e preſence of the divine Being, in the ſacrament, 
* and of the communicants having, conſequently, a 
* more immediate intercourſe with God upon this 
te occaſion, would neceſſarily make it appear a ve 
e ſolemn and awful thing to communicate, 5 
„it was an appearing before God.“ p. 41.“ And 
in another paſſage, which I may properly conſider 
along with this, you exprels yourſelf thus (p. 30.) 
„Hy diſſenters, the receiving of the ſacrament 
« was conlidered as a kind of receiving Chriſt, in 
« ſome myſtical, though not in a proper and carnal 
« ſenſe. And ſo long as there remains a notion of 
any peculiar preſence of Chriſt in the ſacrament, 
« and conſequently, the idea of ſome extraordinary 
« virtue being communicated by it, it is no wonder 
<« that a long train of awful ideas accompany every 
thought about the Lord's Supper, and that it is 
'« approached by us with an undue and ſuperſtitious 


* To this you add the following ſentence: “ They would 
naturally apply to this purpoſe, a ſaying that was current 
«++ amongs the Jews, and which we find in Moſes, that 10 
„ man can /ee God and live; man WEI ſinful creature, and God 
« infinitely holy.” I make no remark on this paſſage, but this, 


that I don't underſtand the meaning of it in this connexion. 
H 4 «« reverence.”? 
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<< reverence.” Some of the expreſſions which you 


have uſed in this paſſage, are calculated (JI would 


not willingly ſuppoſe, de/igned(y) to convey falſe and 


injurious ideas, concerning the ſentiments of the dif- 
ſenters on this ſubject. Surely, Sir, you muſt know, 
if not, you might eaſily have known, that the per- 
ſons whom you cenſure, do not imagine, that Gog 


is, in any other ſenſe “ preſent in the ſacrament,” 
than as he is with good men in general, in attending 
his inſtitutions ; nor do they prerend to a © more 


* immediate intercourſe with him,” than jn other 


exerciſes of devotion. Is not God, in a ſpecial ſenſe, 


preſent with good men, when devoutly engaging in 


ſuch exerciſes? Have they not intercourſe with the 


Father of their ſpirits, on ſuch occaſions ?' And 1s not 
every religious ſervice, an appearing before God ?” 


Why, then, are theſe expreſſions objected to, as ap- 
Plied to the Lord's Supper? You will probably 


urge, that they are underſtood in a more awful ſenſe, 
in reference to the Lord's Supper, than to other du- 
ties; for you add. - This would make it appear 
* a yery ſolemn and awful thing to communicate.“ 

I anſwer, it is pot from an apprehenſion of any pe- 
culiar preſence of God, in this ordinance, that any 
entertain the moſt formidable ideas of it, but from 
the nature of the profeſſion made in it, and the dan- 
ger of receiving unworthily. I readily acknowledge, 
that many are «rrcaſonas{y tertifięd at the thoughts of 
this inſtitution : but is it not @ ſolemu and awful thing 
to communicate, conſidered merely as an appearing 
before God, as in other religious exerciſes ? Is there 
nothing ſolemn and awful in that profeſſion, which 
even yen allow is implied in attending this rite ? 
If not, why do ycu fay there is? You yourſelf, Sir, 
have applied the word ſokemn to this ordinance, at 
{eaſt half a dozen times *; you have ufed it in your 


* See p. 30. 56, Kc. 
: ; very 
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very definition ; and you have even aſſerted. that 
this way of profeſſing one's Chriſtianity, is more ſo- 
I mn than any other 1. | 

As to © the preſence of Chriſt in the ſacrament,” 
you have no foundation to inſinuate, as you ſeem to 
do, that any diſſenters, ſuppoſe any real preſence of 
his in the elements themſelves ; much leſs ſuch a pe- 
culiar preſence, as to alter their nature, and make 
them any other than real bread and wine; they only 
believe that Chriſt is preſent with his people by his 
Spirit, when they worthily attend his ſupper, ſo as to 
bleſs. it to them, and render it a means of ſpiritual 
benefit. Nor do they tuppoſe any “ extraordinary 
« virtue is communicated by it,“ if by this is meant 
any phyſical effect of the bread and wine upon them, 
or any kind of benefit eſſentially different from that 
which they expect from other means of religion; 
much leſs that it is to be received by the mere act of 
partaking of the elements : they only maintain, that 
the ſerious attendance upon this ordinance, is one 
very eminent means, among others, of promotin 
real religion in the ſoul, and of obtaining thoſe ſup- 
plies of grace, from Chriſt, which are requiſite, in 
order thereunto. And as to their © receiving Chriſt” 
in this inſtitution ; I know not, that they adopt this 
phraſe with peculiar reference to the Lord's Supper; 
if they uſe 1t in this connexion at all, it is not any 
otherwiſe than as they uſe it in general, not “ in 4 
* myſtical ſenſe” (as you expreſs it) any more than 
* in a proper and carnal ſenſe,” if by this term you 
mean any thing more than in a ſpiritual, or figura- 
tive ſenſe. By receiving Chriſt, as far as I underſtand 
the ſentiments of thoſe that are called orthodox, 
among the diſſenters; they only mean, embracing 
him by faith, in the ſeveral characters he ſuſtains, 
and accepting the various bleſſings which he be- 


t p. 27- 1 P- 30. 34. 


ſtowg 


11 John i. 3. Grove on the Lord's Supper, p. 52. 56. 
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ſtows on all true behevers. And I cannot help 
thinking that they are fully vindicated in the uſe of 
theſe and the like expreſſions, and in their applica- 
tion of them to the Lord's Supper, by a ſcripture. © 
warrant. Has not Chriſt promiſed that he will be 
with his church always, even to the end of the 
* world *?? Has he not declared, that where two 
or three are met together in his name, he is in the 
« midſt of them+?* Now, when can Chriſtians be ſaid 
to meet together in his name [as To ior Zyoun] if not 
at his table, when in a peculiar manner, the deſire 
of their ſouls is to his name, and the remembrance 
of him ?: When, therefore, may they expect the 
benefit of their maſter's preſence, if not on ſuch oc- 
caſions? To have © intercourſe,” or communion 
with God, and with the Redeemer, is a privilege, 
which all true Chriſtians are encouraged to hope for, 
in the exerciſes of devotion, particularly in their ſo- 
cial ſervices, when they have fellowſhip with each 
other, which they may more eſpecially be ſaid to have 
in the Lord's Supper, which 1s called the commu- 
nion of the body of Chriſt. * That which we have ſeen 


and heard, declare we unto you, that ye alſo may 


© have fellowſhip with us: and truly our fellowſhip 
is with the Father, and with his Son Jeſus Chriſt |.” 
The Lord's Supper, is a feaſt upon a ſacrifice. © As 
the Jews feaſted upon their paſchal lamb, after it 
c“ had been firſt preſented to God, ſo do we, ſacra- 
„ mentally, and by faith, upon ours $.” Now as. 
they who partake of the ſacrifices offered to idols, or 


demons (as the apoſtle takes notice) had fellowſhip 


with thoſe dzmons; ſo thoſe who partake of that 
which was ſacrificed to God, have fellowſhip with 
God. And as the bread in this ordinance, is called 
the communion of the body of Chriſt, and the 
cup, the communion of the blood of Chriſt,” it 


* Matt. xxviii. 20. + xviil. 20. t IC. xxvi. 8. 


may 
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may naturally be conſidered as a token, and as a 
means of communion with Chriſt ; of our believing, 
dutiful regard to him who gave himſelf for us, and 
of our partaking the bleſſed fruits of his ſacrifice. 
That “ receiving Chriſt” in the ſacrament, which 
you call myſtical, may eaſily be interpreted and vin- 
dicated by ſuch paſſages of ſcripture as theſe, and 
indeed by many others in which the very expreſſion 
is uſed*; but more particularly by fome which I 
ſhall juſt now have occaſion to mention. 

I ſhall only obſerve here; that thoſe views of the 
Lord's Supper, which have now been conſidered, ' 
and to which you object, do not (as you ſuppoſe) oc- 
cafion © a long train of awful ideas, to accompany 
every thought about it, and a ſuperſtitious reve- 
* rence for it;“ but, on the contrary, tend to give 
the Chriſtian pleaſing apprehenſions of it, and to en- 
courage his che-rful approach to it. 

There is another form of expreſſion, commonly 
uſed in ſpeaking of the benefits attending the Lord's 
Supper, which I wonder you have not excepted 
againſt, and that is, eating the fleſh and drinking the 
blood of Chriſt. You have, indeed, expreſſed your 
diſapprobation of that anſwer in the aſſembly's cate- 
chiſm, in which a ſimilar - phraſe occurs. This 
phraſeology I ſhall now (as 1 promiſed, p. 20.) at- 
tempt to vindicate, as what I think expreſſive. of a 
very important part of the nature and benefit of the 
Lord's Supper. The words of the catechiſm are, 
„his death is ſhewed- forth, and the worthy re- 
« ceivers are, not after a corporal and carnal man- 
* ner, but by faith, made partakers of his body and 
„ blood, with all his benefits, to their ſpiritual nou- 
* riſhment and growth in grace.“ In order to 
explain this form of ſpeaking, and maintain the 
propriety of it, give me leave, Sir, to remind you, 


* John i. 11. 12. Col. ji. 6. Heb. iii. 14, Ge. 
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that the New Teſtament continually ſpeaks of be- 
lievers as having ſuch an intimate relation to, and de- 
pendance upon, the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, as is expreſſed 
in the ſtrongeſt terms language affords, and repre- 
ſented by the higheſt ſimilitudes in the whole circle 
of nature. They are ſaid to be in Chriſt, and he in 
them; he is called tlieir life, he animates their ſouls 
as their ſouls animate their bodies; and they are ſpo- 
ken of as being one with him. See to this purpoſe 
the following texts of ſcripture. * If any man be in 
* Chriſt, he is a new creature. Chriſt is in you, ex- 
« cept ye be reprobates. I live, yet not I, but 
* Chriſt that liveth in me. The glory which thou 
* haſt given me, I have given them, that they may 
be one, even as we are one, I in them, and they 
in me, that they alſo may be one in us.“ The ſi- 
militudes uſed to expreſs this vital union with Chriſt, 
are ſuch, as the relation of branches to the root, and 
of the members of the body to the head. I am 
* the vine (ſaith he himſelf) ye are the branches: As 
the branch cannot bear fruit of itſelf, except it a- 
* bidein the vine; no more can ye, except ye abide 
in me. We are members of his body, of his fleſh, 
and his bones. — That we may grow up to him in 
© all things, who is the head, even Chriſt, from 
whom the whole body (fitly framed, and firmly 
united by the conjunction of the parts mutually 
* ſupplying one another, according to the reſpective 
energy that operates in each) receiveth its encrraſe 
© towards the completion of itſelf in love. But 
there is another very ſtrong and uncommon metaphor 
by which our Lord himſelf is pleaſed to repreſent 
the dependance of believers upon him, for maintain- 
ing and perieQing the divine life in their fouls, which 
is taken from thoſe natural actions on which the life 
of the body depends, eating and drinking. He ſpeaks 
of himſelf as their food, and deſcribes them as feed- 
ing upon his ficſh and his blood, and as living _—_ 
| v. 
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by, and enlarges upon the abſolute neceſſity of thus 
living upon him. As tis language is very remark- 
able, and as this figure of ſpeech is frequently re- 
peated in different forms, I will tranſcribe thoſe paſ- 
lages in the 8th chapter of John's goſpel, wherein it 
occurs, omitting the 1atermediate words: 32. Ve- 
« rily verily I fay unto you, Moſes gave you not that 
* bread from heaven, but my Father giveth you the 
true bread from heaven. For the bread of God is 
© he which cometh down from heaven, and giveth life 
* unto the world. 35. I am the bread of life; he 
that cometh to me ſhall never hunger, he that be- 
© lieveth on me ſhall never thirſt. 48. I am that 
© bread of life. Your fathers did eat manna in the 
* wilderacſfs, and are dead; this is the bread which 
* cometh down from heaven, that a man may eat 
* thereof and not die. I am the living bread which 
came down from heaven; if any man eat of this 
© bread he ſhall live for ever; and the bread that I 
vill give is my fleſh, which I will give for the life 
* of the world. 53. Verily verily I ſay unto you, 
except ye eat the fleſh of the ton of man, and drink 
© his blood, ye have no life in you. Whoſo eateth 
my fleſh, and drinketh my blood, hath eternal life, 
* and I will raiſe him up at the laſt day; for my 
* fleſh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink in- 
* deed. He that eateth my fleſh and drinketh my 
blood, dwelleth in me and I in him. As the li- 
* ving Father kath ſent me, and I live by the Father, 
* ſo he that eateth me, even he ſhall live by me.” 
Before I make ule of this paſſage for my particu- 
lar purpoſe, I muſt beg leave to hint a little at the 
meaning of it. I can by no means think, that 
our Lord here refers only to the receiving his doc- 
trine, or attending to his inſtructions; for though 
there be many paſſages in ſcripture, in which divine 
inſtructions are repreſented as the food of the mind, 
and compared to delicious meat and drink, and teach- 
ers 
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ers are ſaid to feed their diſciples; there is no text to 
be found (except in this diſcaurſe, of our Lord him- 
ſelf) in which the Teacher himſelf is called food, and 
we are required to eat his fleſh and drink his blood. 
This appears a moſt extravagant figure of ſpeech, 
unparalleled in any writings human or divine, upon 
any other ſuppoſition, than that Chriſt did not mere- 
ly ſuſtain the office of a Teacher, but that he came 
to offer himſelf a ſacrifice unto God for the ſins of 
the world; that by his incarnation and ſufferings, 
particularly on the croſs, when his body was broken 
or wounded, and his blood was ſhed, he procured 
ſpiritual and everlaſting benefits for all true belie- 
vers; and that by eating his fleſh, and drinking his 
blood, he intends, believing the efficacy of his atone- 
ment, by faith relying upon it, and accepting the 
glorious bleſſings which are the conſequences of it; 
particularly the free mercy of God to pardon fin, 
and the influences of the holy ſpirit to purify the 
ſoul, and to transform it into the Saviour's own 
image. On this interpretation (but on no other) [ 
can ſee a propriety in the apoſtle's alluſion, 1 Cor. v. 
7. 8. Chriſt our paſſover is ſacrificed for us, there- 
fore let us keep the feaſt, not with the old leaven, 
Sc. In what ſenſe does the apoſtle ſpeak of Chriſt, 
as our paſſover, ſacrificed for us, and of Chriſtians, 
as keeping a feaſt ; unleſs he intended to repreſent 
them as partaking of that ſacrifice which Chriſt of. 
fered, as exerciſing a beheving regard to that Lamb 
of God which taketh away the ſins of the world,“ 
of whom the paſchal lamb (which the Jews were re- 
quired to eat) was the type? This they may 1n an 
eſpecial manner be ſaid to do in the Lord's Supper; 
which anſwers to the paſchal feaſt under the law. 
This ordinance (which ſome, indeed, think is par- 
ticularly, referred to in the above paſſage) may pro- 
Fach be called a feaſt upon a ſacriſice, and therein, 


now proceed to ſhew, true believers eat the 3 
a 
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and drink the blood of Chriſt, in the ſenſe in which 
he uſed that expreſſion, in that diſcourſe of his with 
the Jews, which I quoted above. 

I am, indeed, firmly of opinion (for the-reaſons 
Biſhop Hoadly ſuggeſts) that our Lord did not re- 
fer (at leaſt principally) to this inſtitution, in that 
diſcourſe; but that is no reaſon why it may not be 
conſidered in relation to it, and as expreſſive of thoſe 
acts of the mind, which are required in it, and thoſe 
benefits, which are repreſented and conferred by it. 
There are many paſlages in the New Teſtament, in 
which the writers intended not the leaſt reference to 
either of the poſitive inſtitutions, which are of admi- 
rable uſe to give us right apprehenſions concerning 
the diſpoſitions of mind, with which they ought to 
be celebrated : ſuch, for inſtance, you will allow to 
be thoſe, which treat of repentance, as neceſſary to 
baptiſm, and of brotherly love, in doing good, for- 


giving injuries, Sc. as requilite to a due attendance 


upon the Lord's Supper. 


What, though (as Biſhop Heady urges) eating | 


Chriſt's fleſh, and drinking his blood, is expreſſive 
of ſuch a regard to Chriſt, as 1s not peculiar to the 
Lord's Supper, and was required before it was inſti- 
tuted, and would have been the duty of all, had 
there been no ſuch ordinance ? This is no juſt objec- 


tion to our application of this paſſage. It is readily 


allowed, true Chriſtians do fred by faith upon Chriſt, 
before they come to his table, and at other times, 


and by other means; nas, even though (by reaſon of 


ſome unhappy miſtake) they utterly neglect this. But 
it does by no means follow, that they do 1t not in 
this inſtitution ; for with as much reaſon might it be 
ſaid, that the exerciſes of brotherly love, of repen- 
tance, or even of faith in Chriſt, and the thankful 


acknowledgment of his benefits, have no relation to 
this ordinance, becauſe they are not peculiar to it. - 


But the Lord's Supper ſeems to be, not merely one 
means, 
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means, among others, of feeding upon Chriſt's body 
and blood, but a very peculiar and eminent means 
of exerciſing that faith in Chriſt, and that regard to 
his atoning ſacrifice, to which theſe actions may be 
aſcribed; ſince that body and blood are there, in a 
peculiar manner, preſented to their minds, as the 
objects of their faith, by the bread and wine, which 
are the emblems thereof. The phraſeology uſed in 
reference to the Lord's Supper, ſo much reſembles 
that of our Saviour, in his diſcourſe with the Jews, 
that we may naturally underſtand it as expreſſive of 
that ſame ſpiritual eating and drinking there intended. 
Chriſt ſays of the bread, This is my body, and of the 
wine, This is my blood. Moreover, he required his 
diſciples not merely to behold them, but to take them, 
to eat the one and drink the other. It is doubtleſs 
true, (as Biſnop Hoadly remarks) that the bread and 
-wine are the memorials of the body and blood of 
*Chrift,”z. e. of his natural body and blood; but it 
does not therefore follow, that (as he maintains) it is 
improper to conſider the receiving the bread and wine 
as the token of the mind's feeding by faith upon 
' Chriſt; receiving and rejoicing in the happy fruits of 
his incarnation and death. And indeed, without in- 
cluding this idea, there ſeems to be no propriety in 
the actions of eating and drinking. Bread and wine 
placed before our eyes, only to be /coked at by us, 
would have been a lively memorial, or repreſentation 
of Chriſt's natural body and blood; and had nothing 
more than this been intended, the receiving thete 
elements would have been unneceſſary. But ſince 
we are required to take and eat * bread, which 
ſtrengtheneth man's heart,“ and is the ſtaff of life; 
and to take and drink Cine, which maketh glad the 
heart of man,” and cheers his ſpirits; being told 
that the one repreſents the body, and the other the 
blood of Chriſt; and ſince we are elſewhere aſſured, 
that unleſs we eat the fleſh and drink the blood wo 
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the n of man, we have no life in us, it is natural 
to conſider this eating and drinking in the Lord's 
Supper, as à token and à means of out feeding pi: 
riruzlly upon Cbriſt; of our deriving tiouriſhment 
7 Aan for the life and joy of our ſoijls: which 
8 very: conſiſtent with cofiſidering theſe elements as 
the membfials of his'narti?al body and Bod. The 
juſtice” of this idea ſeems to be confirmed by theapo- = 
ſtle Paul's account of the matter: “ the bread which 
we break,” is it not the communjon [annie the 
comtnunication, or joint participation] of the body 
© of Chriſt? The cup of bleſſing; which we bleſs, 
© is it not the communion [»bijwt2] of the blood of 
© Chrift ?* In the Lor#s Supper, whitte our bodids 
are fed with bread and wine, our ſouls ferd upon 
that which theſe elements repreſent; the body and 
blood of Chriſt; we exerciſe a believitgl egal td 
him as the life of our ſouls, and by faith accept of 
the dre procured by his cre, whereby our 
ſpiritual Hife is maintained,” our ftretigtli increaſed, 
and our joy in the Lord promoted. he objection 
of Bp. Hoadly will here probably be urged, whoſe 
words are theſe: To fay that this commutiion is 
the actual p garage the benefits vf Chfiſts 
broken body and Blood ſhed, is not only to put 
& that upon one ſingle act of obedience; winch 13, 
&« by our blefſed Lord," made to d che 
« whole ſyſtem of all virtues united; Bat -this 
« peculiar abſurdity in it, that th this" rite*which 
© was inſtituted for the remembrarice uf Chriſt, It 
deſtroys that very notion of remembrance, which 
< is the eſſence of it. Its great deſigi fs to call to 
« remembrance the death of Chriſt, and what is 
implied in this, to commemorate the benefit 
e ctuing to Chriſtians from it:. To make it chers 
« fore the actual Partalcing of theſe benefits, is alter - 
ing the nature of it, às much as the actual par- 


taking of any ning 5 different from the remem- 
bering 
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e, bering it. It is to ſuppoſe thoſe benefits preſent 
Which ate to be commemorated, G. "Bur 1 
ds not ſuppoſe, nor do I think. that the aſſembly of 
divines in the anſwer referred to, p. 107, meant, or 
that our writers upon the ſuhject in general mean, 
that in the celebration of the Lord's Supper, be- 
lieye incl partake of all the benefits Chriſt s 
12555 ince chis would imply many abſurdities ; but 
only, by the act of eating and drinking in this 
Mapce, they * in à peculiar manner, / teſtify 
hat beheving regard to Chriſt, to which all thoſe 
ngs are promiſed; that Chriſt, by giving them 

the — bręad and wine, gives them the 
Y e loye, and, exhibits to them his body 
as their food,, the life of their ſouls, in 

uch. a, it manneg, as is calculated to confirm 
ng n joy; and that in attend- 


their, faich 
BID A. far AS | they actually exerciſe that re- 
yi W 


to. hich may be called feeding upon 
— Arie do A ke of thoſe bleſſings 


that regard to him, and 

ge nt at the time require, and 
Hee for them to receive. Nor can I ſee that 
11 at all. inconſiſtent; with the primary idea of 


the Lord's Supper as a remembrance 
. it is not called a remembrance 


as the biſhop will have it; they are 
hour as » be commemer ales; 
eee 42 having been, and as 
they are ſuch as con- 
8 Sls — and will do ſo to 
And they are not all beſtowed on 
Ae e faith 4 in hier but out 
8 Fs they, continue to receive — 
Jer grace; and the bleſlings of his. grace art uſuall y 


_beftoged. upon them in the attendance upon his in 
5 50. that choſe bleſſings are m5 bre 
An. r 3 Arcon, p. 258. 
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Per N objects of remembrance, as the ſufferin 95 
bf Chriſt by which they were procured... And I canz 


not conceive any inconſiſtency between the remem- 


brance of Chriſt's deathi, the participation of 
thoſe bleſſings which ate the happy conſequences of 
it; much leis that this laſt view of the Lord's Sup- 
per is altering. its very nature: with as much reaſon 
might it be ſaid, that it would he. inconſiſtent with 
the primary deſign of it ase a remembrance of Chriſt; 
10, pray to God for the beſtowment of any ſpirituat 
bleſſing, or to exerciſe love to our brethren, or any 
other chriſtian grace. If at any time we might ex- 
pect a larger communication of divine bleſſings than 
at others, one might naturally ſuppoſe it would be: 
when (as in the -Lord's Supper) our fah has pecu- 
liar reſpect to that bleſſed Mediator by whom they 
were procured, and through: whom they are be 
ſtowed. o: boofhobny s - it yd NHS A 

I will conclude. this part of my ſubject, and this 
letter, with tranſeribing a p 
Treatiſe upon the Lord's Supper, frem whence it 
will appeat, that orihodox writers are not frigular in 
entertaining that view of the ardinance which has 
now been repreſented. And perhaps the ſanction of 
ſuch a name may lead ſome of my readers to thinł 


there is not quite fo much ſuperſtition in- this ac- 


count of the matter, nor̃ ſuch an impropriety ã my 
application of ou Lord's diſcourſe in the ſixthi of 
7ohn, as they might otherwiſe have imagined. 

The Doctor begins his ſecond ſection thus: Hi- 
« therto we have taken a genetal ſurvey of the 
« Lord's Supper; now we eome to the proviſu n, 
e which our Father hath ſet before us in this ſpiri- 
<« tual feaſt, via. bread and wine, repreſenting the 
« body and blood of Chriſty which we are to eat and 


« drink in remembrance of him, or with the atten- 


« tion of our minds fixed upon him. Eating Chriſts 
* body, and drinking his biood, are doubtleſs _ de 
; T 1 2 L m r- 


aſſage from Dr. Taylor's 
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e underſtood figuratively z denoting, in an eaſy and 
“ familiar way, the improvement and comfort of 
the mind, by that which nouriſheth and refreſheth 
the body.” After having produced a variety of 
ſcriptures, in which this metaphorical language oc- 
curs, and made ſome remarks upon them, he goes 
- on (p. 31.) thus: It is from this plain and current 
** ſenſe of ſcripture, that we muſt form our ideas of 
eating and drinking in the Supper of the Lord. 
&© And this is quite ſufficient to ſupply the moſt clear 

“ and ſatisfactory notions of it. We there eat our 
„Teacher, who is the bread of life, by attending to 
* and receiving his heavenly inſtructions. But whereas 
« we are commanded to eat our Lord's body, and to 
« drink bis blood, this requireth ſome further explica- 
| & tion, which we take from Jobn vi. There 
=_ * our Lord faith (ver. 5r:) I am the living bread, 
6 Sc. By this we underſtand, ably to the ſcope 
«+ of the whole chapter, and to the ſenſe of the whole 
«. New Teſtament; that Jefus Chriſt came from God, 
« furniſhed with all divine wiſdom and truth to in- 
« ſtrut mankind, &c,—And further, Chriſt is that 
living bread, as he hath given up, ſacrificed, his 
„ ffeſh . for the life of the world. By comparing 
theſe four verſes [ 54, 47, 40, 35] it evidently ap- 
« pears, that eating Chriſt's fleſh and drinking his 
00 blood, is the very ſame as ſeeing bim with atten- 
« tion and ſerious conſideration, believing on bim, or 
& having right conceptions concerning him, and 
% coming to him, or embracing his doctrine and obey- 
« ing his inſtructions; that is to ſay, it is to have 
« ſuch'a knowledge of Chrift, ſuch a due and deep 
-< perſuaſion concerning the grace of God in him, 

P oy cs 3 
% and concerning the truth and excellence of his 
% doctrine, as engages us with pleaſure and thank- 
« fulneſs, to follow him in all obedience to God, in 
the practice of all that virtue and piety which he 
- << hath taught and exemplified, both in his life and 
Bee es i « death, 
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death, as abſolutely neceſſary to 2 us for the 
enjoyment of eternal life. in this manner 
we are to eat Chriſt's body = drink his 2 


in the Lord's Supper. Fer gag the eating 
Chriſt's fleſh, and drinking his b 


ood, ſpoken o | 
in the ſixth chapter of Jobn, may have no imme» 
diate reference to this — which was not 
then inſtituted; yet the Lord's Supper may be 
well explained by our Saviour's diſcourſe in that 
chapter, and our eating and drinking in this ordi- 
nance muſt be in the * ſpiritual ſenſe in which 
it hath been explained; otherwiſe it would be a 
memorial of Chriſt, neither ſuitable to the ends 
of his death, nor profitable to the nouriſhment 
and comfort of our minds.“ I leave this to your 
Nun conſideration, and am, 


Reverend Sir, 


Yours, &c , 
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5 car 1 EY, * cls time, una RS Ds your 
-patience ; and indeed I have been much more 
a than I intended. But bear with me a little 
longer: This Lettet ſhall, conclude my preſent cor- 


reſpondence with you. There remains only one 


queſtion more to be diſcuſſed, which I will diſpatch 


-with All poſſible brevity. It is this: What Prepar- 


ation, is neceſſary to a proper attendance upon the 


Lord's Supper; Your anſwer to which (p. 38.) is ag 


follows: I apprehend nothing more is neceſſary, 
than coming to public worſhip in an ordinary way, 
This act of religion, only requires that ſerious and 
tc .compoſed ſtate of mind, which is a temper that a 

* good man (who never indulges himſelf in cri: 
* minal exceſſes) habitually carries about with him; 
* and ſuppoſes only that due ſenſe of the nature 
te of what we are about, which may always be re- 
collected at one, without particular preparation. 
* And it is well known, that the primitive Chriſtians 
* of the firſt centuries, received the Lord's Supper 
* every Lord's Day, as a part of their common 
“ worſhip.” And in another place (p. 54.) you 
write thus: From the fame ſource it is, [i. e. ſu- 
f* perſtition] that bas have days ſet apart for folemn 


A ER 5 X wr 4 pre- 
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preparation before the receiving of the ſacrament, 
1 — all gs denominations. It ep denied, 

but that theſe days may be t to good purpaſs ; 
but care ſhould be taken, — they OI. | 
a handle for ſuperſtition: for I am free to ſay, 
that theſe days of preparation for the Sacrament, 
are nothing more than the remains of Popery. 
Indeed it was impoſſible that there. ſhould: have 
been any ſuch thing in primitive times; when the 
Lord's Supper was received every Lord's Day, as 
part of their common worſhip.” )“) 
am very ready to acknowledge, that ſome good 
men have carried the buſineſs of preparing for the 
Lord's Supper to an unwarrantable exceſs, looking 
upon 4 and others as utterly unfit for the 
ordinance, and obliged to abſent themſelves from it, 
» unleſs they had ſpent.ſo many hours in private de- 
votion, and heard a preparation ſermon, perhaps 
unleſs they had read ſo many pages in a preparation- 
book, even though their hinderances were: unavoid- 
able. This I condemn as ſuperſtition. I am firmly 
perſuaded, that, an heart, renewed by divine. grace, 
and devoted to God thro? Jeſus Chriſt, is the grand 
preparative for this inſtitution; that a real Chriſtian 
therefore is always habitually prepared, and that 
the want of preparatory exerciſes cannot utterly 
diſqualify ſuch a perſon, much leſs if it be ipyolun- 
tary. Such caſes may happen, wherein, I ſhould 
think it a perſan's duty to celebrate the ordinance, 
tho there ſhould be n opportunity for any previous 
recollection ; for ipſtange; if he ſhould nat have had 
notice of the adminiſtration. oi But there is 4 
vide difference between conſidering particular pre- 
paration for this — * ro "” 5 e 
neceſſary (eſpecially fuch a d and degree of it as 
have mentioned] and cenſuring it as ſuperſtitious. 
in ardinamy, to make any at all. This is an poſite 
extream, in mp: apprebepſion. Cr vacealona _ 
| 4 
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with the former, and by far more dangerous. You 
do not, indeed, directly ſay, that the Lord's Supper 
. # preparation, but only, „that nothing 
more is necefſary than coming to public worſhip 
in an ordinary way.“ Tou here ſeem to allow 
that public worſhip in general requires ſome pre par- 
ation; but what you have not told ws. However, 
be that what it may, F think it unjuſtifiable, upon 
your principles, to ſay that the Lord's Supper re- 
quires nothing more; for you have acknowledged 
this (p. 30, 34.) to be more ſolemn than the other; 
and Wir be more ſolemn, it ſeems to require more 
Preparation. For my on part, I cannot bur think, 
that the ordinary parts of public worſhip require 
more previous pfeparatjon, in order to anſwer the 
great deſigns of them, than is generally made; 
and am perſuaded, that if Chriſtians took more pains 
than "they 'uſually take, to bring their minds into 
eee divine ordinanees, they 
would derive much more benefit from them than 
they commonly do. Precipitately to ruſh into the 
divine preſence, without endeavouring to collect the 
e to quiet the paſſions, to compoſe the 
mind, and to cultivate a devotional frame is, me- 
thinks, upon all principles, highly unbecoming 
creatures, and eſpecially ſinners. -* A man who truly 
fears God cannor* habityally do this; nor ſatisfy 
himſelf ordinarily to go to public worſhip, without 
endeavouring to prepare his mind by previous read- 
Ing and meditation, nor without humbly imploring 
, *the divine aids, to fit him for attending divine 
inſtitutions, and to render them inſtrumental in 
promoting his improvement in knowledge, holineſs, 
WWW 
But inaſmuch as the Lord's Supper not merely 
partakes of the nature of public worſhip, but is, as 
you allow, ** 4 more ſolemn declaration of a man's 
1 chriftianity than any other; ſince it is (according 
| i” Xs oy to 
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to the foregoing account) not merely a ſolemn 
commemoration of the ſufferings and death of the 
Son of God, for the redemption of the world, but 
at the ſame time a ſign or ſeal of the covenant of 
grace; a declaration of mercy on God's part, and 


of faith, repentance, and new obedience on ours; 


our reſolution, by the grace of God, to live and 
die like Chriſtians; it ſeems to require ſome kind of 
preparation peculiar to itſelf, and ſome particular 
care to bring the mind into a proper ſtate for ex- 
erciſing diſpoſitions ſuited to the ſeveral objects 
therein prefented to our view, and for anſwering all 
the ends propoſed by this inftitution ; which, ac- 
cording to your own account, are many and important. 
You tell us indeed, © this act of religion ſup- 
<« poſes only that due ſenſe of the nature of what 
„ we are about, which may always be recollected 
* at once, without any particular preparation.“ 
It is true, a perſon who is tolerably acquainted 
with chriſtianf® may eaſily enough recollect, at 
once, the nature of the Lord's Supper, and it is not 
eaſy to forget it; but will you ſay, this is all that 
this act of religion ſuppoſes ? Surely Sir, you 
muſt allow, that in order to. perform it in a manner 
acceptable to God and profitable to ourſelves, it is 
neceſſary, not merely that our judgments be nightly 
informed; but that our wills be properly inclined, 
and our affections duly excited; that we be poſſeſſed 


we therein profeſſing (as you yourſelf 1 it) 


of, and do in ſome meaſure exerciſe, repentance 


towards God, and faith in the Lord Jeſus Chriſt; 
hope in the mercy of God thro? the mediator; love 


to God, to the Redeemer, and to our Chriſtian 


brethren; hatred of all manner of ſin, and a deter- 
mined reſolution, in the ſtrength of divine grace, 
to live as becometh ſaints. It is alſo highly deſirable, 
in order to a comfortable attendance at the Lord's 


Table, to experience a devotional frame of mind 
FEY before 


- 


» 
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before we go thither, and to entertain 888 
iſt, 


 affurance that we are the genuine diſciples of 
and intereſted; in the bleſſings of his covenant; for 
"as far as the true ſpirit of devotion is wanting. and 


our fears prevail with reſpect to our real chriſtianity, 


ſo far will our ſatis faction and pleaſure in the ordi- 


nance be abated. Now I cannot but think that it 
requires, in ordinary, ſome particular care, previous 

To the celebration of it, to have the mind thus 
be, ſo as to enjoy much pleaſure in the 


exerciſe, and to receive much benefit from it. If 


indeed, that were true which you ſeem to ſuppoſe, 
viz. that communicants in general * habitually 


carry about with them a ſerious compoſed temper 


of mind, and never indulge themſelves in any 


provement? Thoſe that have a 


« criminal exceſſes,” very little preparation might 


fuffice. But that this is the caſe with mere nominal 


Chriſtians, (and all fuch you ſay ought to celebrate 
this rite) I know not how to ſappole; and leave it 
to you to explain. Jean by no means think that 
is always the happineſs of reat Chriſtians themſelves. 
It is too poſſible, (would to God it were not too 
common l) even for ſurh, thro' the power of tempt- 
ation, and by reaſon of their own weakneſs and fr- 
reſolution, to indulge themſelves in what may juſtly 
be called criminal exceſſes, of one kind or other: 


Where is that man who can fay; he *** never” does 


this? Where, eſpecially, is that chriſtian, who 
never finds the want of a ſerious and compoſer! 
ſtate of mind,” ſo as to be indifpoſed fot engaging 
in the die of devotion with pleafure and im- 
to be the 


ſt acquainted with themſelves, and to have made 


the higheſt attainments in religion, have been known 
to make very tree and humble confeſſions on this 
head. Now when the .mind is thus indiſpoſed, 
whatever be the cauſe, eſpecially if it be ſome cri- 
1 exceſs, it requires no ſmall pains to * 
51 uc 


9 


Tree ee 
ſuch a frame as-divme ordinances in general require, 
L mean ſo as to anfwer the important practical ends 
of them) but more eſpecially the Lord's Supper; 
which certainly is mort ſolemn than the reſt. You 
have allowed it to be fo, and your own” account of 
the nature and ends of it, proves that it is. And if 
that view of it be juſt, which I have given in the 
foregoing pages, it is much more ſolemn than any 
bother inſtitution, and it is more hazardous to attend 
this than any other, in an 23 manner; which 
we do in proportion as the mind is unprepared. 
And I 2 help thinking, that N 
zudgments inflicted upon the members of the Co- 
rinthian church, for their unworthy manner of cele- 
brating this rite, afford a ſtriking proof of the 
peculiar ſolemnity of it; and that they are recorded 
with a deſign to promote the reverence of commu- 
nicants to the end of time; to guard them not merely 
againſt the very ſame groſs abuſe, but againſt every 
thing unworthy of the inſtitution, and ts promote 
a due concern both to form right ideas concerning 
it, and a temper of mind correſpondent thereunto. 
Wich reſpect to the means which arè proper to be 
uſed in order to prepare the mind for & this ſolemn 
tho chearful rite,” I obſerve ; it ſeems ta requi 
not merely the ſame previous exerciſes with publi 
worſhip in general, viz. reading, meditation, anc 
prayer; but that theſe exerciſes ſhould be conducted 
with ſome particular reference to the Lord's Supper 
to thoſe objects which are therein to be preſented to 
our view, and thoſe acts about which the mind is 
therein to be employed, which more eſpecially be: 
long to this inſtitution.— But let it be further ob- 
ſerved, that there is one exerciſe which is particularly 
proper to precede this ſolemnity, and which the 
Scripture expreſsly recommends, namely, Se//-exami- 
nation. Let a man examine himſelf, and ſo let him 
+ cap of that bread, and drink df that -ciip.” This 
2 | exhortation 
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exhortation is juſtly applicable, not only to thoſe 
who are about to come to the Lord's Table for the 
firſt time, but to communicants in general. It is indeed 
contained in an addreſs to the Corinthian church, 
and is expreſſed in ſuch general terms, that we 
may naturally underſtand it as recommending fre- 

ent ſelf-enquiry, even to Chriſtians of the longeſt 

anding in the church, previous to their celebration 
of the Lord's Supper. And it appears to me moſt 
highly reaſonable thus to underſtand it, as there 
ſeems to be a great propriety, in it, that Chriſtians 
ſhould, in ordinary, either in a greater or leſs de- 
gree, as circumſtances require, — will permit, 
examine themſelves, when they are about to attend 
this peculiar ordinance of our holy religion. 
That ſelf. examination is in itſelf a reaſonable and 
uſeful exerciſe, is what I need not here attempt to 
rove : reaſon and ſcripture unite in the recommend- 
ation of it. And it will, 1 ſuppoſe, be allowed on 
all hangs, that it ought to be frequent, and that no 
* character can render it unneceſſary. It will 

o be further granted, that it is a matter of conſi- 
gerable moment, in order to ſecure the practice of 
it, that we ſhould fix upon ſome certain times to be 
appropriated to this work. Now let me aſk, what 
times we could chuſe more ſuitable. for a ſerious 
enquiry into the ſtate of our own ſouls, than thoſe, 
when we are juſt going to celebrate the molt ſolemn - 
ordinance. of our religion, and to make a public 
declaration of our chriſtianity ? Such a previous 
1 0 is of admirable ſervice in fitting us for 
this inſtitution, as it is a neceſſary means of obtaining 
the knowledge of ourſelves ; ſome good degree of 
which (if the above account of the Lord's Supper 
be juſt) is requiſite to a ſatisfactory and uſeful at- 
tendance upon it. None but real Chriſtians (we 
have ſeen) have a right to attend it at all, as the 
only are capable of anſwering the ends of it: 


10 
that 


that thoſe who have not ſome good evidence concern 
ing the truth of their chriſtianity (if they have any 
tenderneſs of conſcience} muſt find much of the 
pleaſure of communicating abated, by the prevalence 
of diſtreſſing frars, leaſt they ſhould- © cat and drink 
* unworthily,? Whereas thoſe Chriſtians,” who diſ- 
cover in themſelves the eſſential (evidences of their 
being the genuine diſciples of Chriſt, can approach 
his table with an humble confidence, and * rejoice 
© inihim with joy unſpeakable. Now this delightful 
evidence, with reſpe& to their real character and 
condition, is not to be attained without ſerious, im- 
partial ſelf-examihation. And as. it 1s requiſite: that 
this ſhould be a frequent exerciſe, What can be more 
proper and natural, than for a Chriſtian, in ordinary, 
when he is going to make a moſt ſolemn declaration 


of his chriſtianity, to enquire concerning the reality 
of it, even tho* he has done it again and again, and 


has drawn a favourable concluſion concerning him- 
ſelf? As there 1s . danger of ſelf-deception, 
there is always need of ſelf : enquiry. The oftener 
this As ed, the better. Thale that ſtill bear 
the teſt, have by every trial additional ground to 
hope that they are Chriſtians indeed, and conſeè- 
juently, additional reaſon to approach this chriſtian 
with ſatisfaction and joy. But this ſelf-enquiry 
ſhould not reſpe& merely the trutb of our chriſtianity, 
but likewiſe the particular ſtate; of religion in our 
minds. We ſhould often examine ourſelves, whe- 
ther we have: n in e, or whether we have 
gone back what fins we have fallen into, and 
what duties we have omitted: what temptations we 
are moſt expoſed to, and wherein we moſt need to 
have out reſolutions confirmed, and our graces 
ſtrengthened: what we have moſt to complain of, 
what to rejoice in, and what to deſire. Such enquiries 


as theſe are neceſſary to direct our humiliations, qur 


thankſgivings, and our prayers, previous to qut 


approaching 
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appronching the table of the Lord, and will furniſh 
ſuitable matter for our meditations and devotions 
there; and will thus prove a means of rendering 
this inſtitution inſtrumental in promoting, what is 
the grand deſign of it, the intereſt of vital religion 
in our ſouls. I can ſee nothing of ſuperſtition of 


enthuſiaſm in all this, and am fully pertuaded, that 


thoſe Chriſtians, who have moſt diligently purſued 


ſuch à courſe, have found ſo much pleature in it, 
and ſo much benefit from it, as have afforded them 


of any arguments to removee. 
Im What you ſay concerning“ days ſet apart fot 
« ſolemn preparation, before the receiving of the 
«Sacrament, among all our denominations,” I muſt 
obſerve; your manner of expreflion in ſome meafure 
miſrepreſents'the fact. Days of preparation we have 


a conviction of the propriety of it, beyond the power 


not, g any of our denominations. We have 
indeed a ſervice of about an hour, or an hour and 


gations, confifting of the 
uſual exerciſes of praying, preaching; and linging, 
with ſome particular refpe& to the Lord's Supper; 
but theſe preparatory ſervices are by no means uni- 

ſocieties in the kingdom that 
have nothing of this kind; and many, of the ſtrict- 
eſt denominations 1 hers have no ſermon, but 
only a meeting of the church, to tranſact affairs re. 
lating to it, accompanied with prayer.” And Tet me 
add; that there is ſo little of this kind of ſuperſtition 
among the diſſenters of the preſent day, that, hert 
theſe pre paratory ſervices are kept up, they are fo 
far from conſidering an attendance upon them as a 
neceſſary preparation ſor the Sacrament, that there 
are no publick exerciſes fo much neglected as theſe. 
For my on part, I freely acknowledge, I can by 
no means conſider them as neceſſary. Bur, where 
Chriſtians have opportunity and inclination for them, 


why ſnould they be diſeouraged? IH u be expedient 


a 
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and uſeful for them {as I haye endeavoured, to-ſhew 
it is) to take ſome pains in their retirements, to pre. 
pare themſelves for celebrating the Lord's Suppen 
where is the impropriety of uniting together, to re- 
crive, the af aſſiſtance of their miniſters vath Nen ame 
view? | 
But © it ray impoſlible (du tay) chat thave hinads 
„ have been any ſuch. ching in primitive times, 
„ when the Lord's Supper was received every Lord's 
+ day, as part of their public worſhip.” Is it cer- 
tain, Sir, 5 — this as the caſe : I do not remember 
this was mentioned in any of the paſſages which yon 
read to us out of the N e and you ſaid 
you had read to us every thing therein contained 
relating ta this orflinance.': Bak, if there be any 
paſſage in which: this fact is afſerted; give me leave 
to aſk, How is it eanſiſtent with that regard which 
you profeſs to the expreſs words of the New Teſta- 
ment, as the rule of your conduct in relation to the 
Lord's Supper, to depart from what therein appeats 
to have been the primitive practice? to ſeparate this 
ordinance from the other parts of public worſhip, 
and adminiſter it,. inſtead. of every Lord's day, only - - 
one in four? Surely this conduct & muſt have contri- 
buted' to inertaſe that undue. veneration for this in- 
ſtitution of which you ſo much complain, and is as 
much an abuſe of it as ſome others which you haue 
pointed out. It is to be hoped that in the next 

edition of your Free:  Adareſs you will be-confiftent 
enough tot te monſtrate againſt it. But, admitting 
that the Lord's Suppet was received by the primitive 
Chriſtians every Lord's day, as part of their public 
-worſhip, it docs not follow: that it was impoſſible for 
them to have ſpent. any time in ſocial exerciſes pre- 
» paratory' to it. If. they had any preparation fur the 
ſtated ſervice of the ſabbath, they might have a par- 
1 view to the Lord's Supper as a principal part 
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iy ſpend ſome time, by way of rr for the 
ſabbach, I think is Ney probable, as this was 

cuſtomary among the Jews: 2 that, inſtead of af 
ſerting;/ as you have done, « that theſe days of pre. 

paration for the Sacrament are nothing more than 
« the relicts of popery, it would have been more 
candid and natural to have ſuppoſed, that they had | 
their origin in the preparation for the Jewiſh ſabbath; | 
which began three hours before the ſabbath irſclf, | 
Indeed Gopwin- tells us the whole day preceding | 
was a kind of preparation; for they were allowed to | 
travel no more than' three as, of which a man 
might in ordinary go ten, in a day; judges might 
not ſit in ron gw life and death; and arti- 
ficers were forbidden to work. Now it is not unnatu- 
ral to oppoſe that the firſt Chriſtians might imitate 
the Jes in their preparation for the ſabbath, and 
even carry it farther than they did; and that when 
they came to leavè off the cuſtom of celebrating the 
Lord's Supper every Lord's day, as great part of tlie 
ſolemnity of it was thereby abated, they left off their 
preparation for their ordinary ſabbaths, and confined 
it to thoſe wherein the Lord's IE: was to * 
adminiſtered. ua 1 
3 U it could be 3 that the 14 1 
W c mitive Chriſtians had no public ſervices prepara- 
tory to the Sacrament, it does by 20! means follow 
that they ought to be diſcour mong us; for 
if we are at liberty to depa aged amor their practice, 
af celebrating the 22 every Lord's onto 
do it only once in a month, hy ſhould we not 
have equal liberty to differ from them in ring 
for it? And let it be conſidered, that the eney 
of their celebration of it rendered particular pre- 
paration the leſs neceſſary; ſo that, in proportion as 
. we attend this rite ſeldomer than they did, there 
ſieems to be reaſon why we ſhould prepare for it 


More efpecially at the time of the * See Mark xv. 42. 
xix. 14. 31, 42, &c. 


more. 


1 \ « meek wv 68 : m. 
TESTES K 55 
tore. | Tod allo that e“ cheſe days may be ſpent 
„to good purpoſe;“ hut ſince, they are © the re- 
ce mains of popery,” you remark, © care ſhould be 
„ taken that they de not made an handle for ſuper- 
« ſtition.“ True. But give me leave to obſerve 
to You, Sir, that the preſent race of Diſſenters are not 
remarkably prone” to ſuperſtition, ſo as to he in any 
great danger of making a handle of theſe devational 
 Exetciſes tor promoting it. There is much greater 
danger of the oppoſite extream, of lukewarmneſs 
and*I cannot 7 thinking that there is need. c 
much greater care, in crying down theſe ſervices, 
left we promote that devi and. indifference, Which 
are far more fatal to their interſt as Diſſentefs, and 
even as Chriſtians; than that formidable thing ſuper- 
ſtition; and which, I am ſorry to ſay it, have, but 
too generally accompanied. thoſe rational views of 
things. which ſome fres enguirert among us have em- 
ployed the greateſt part of their zeal in propagating. 
Thus have I attended you, Sir, in your ſeveral 
enquiries, in the manner propoſed at the beginnin 
of the work. I deſigned to have concluded it wit 
a few remarks upon ſome detachet paſſages in your 
Free Addreſs, which appear to me very exceptianables 
but I deſiſt, as I have already by far exceeded the 
bounds which I at firſt preſcribed! to myſelf? Ican- 
not however forbear taking ſome notice of an alſer= 
tion of , your's' (intimately conne&ed with the ſubject 
laſt touched upon) which contains a i ſevere and un- 
pleaſing refle&tion upon the body of the Diffenters, 
* The Diffenters (ſay you, p. 53.) have gone deeper 
into this. ſuperſtition. than the divines of the 
1 Church of England. Retaining fewer ceremonies, 
« they have made ſo much the more of them. Fur 
this I may appeal to almoſt every, thing the Diſ- 
'« ſenters have written on this ſubject 9. If this 


i this connection you particularly mention Mer. Henry 
Treatiſe, (which you ſay you a" is more read than any other, | 
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be fact, it is exceedingly ſtrange, and difficult to be 

reconciled with the peculiar advantages (of which 
ou boaſt ſo much) which we have, over our con- 
rming brethren, for freedom of enquiry. But 1 

deny the fact. Not to mention how many rational 

divines among us have written on the ſubject before 


yourſelf, almoſt as freely as you have done, T muſt 


inſiſt upon it that very few treatiſes, if any, have 
been publiſhed by the moſt rigid among them, that 
have a tendency to promote near ſo much ſuperſti- 
tion as many written by clergymen have, and as the 
common language and conduct of church-men re- 
ſpecting the Sacrament diſcover. Who among the 
Diffenters have ever conſidered, the receiving of the 
Lord's Supper, as abſolutely neceſſary to ſalvation; 


and of which you think you have ſeen the eleventh edition,) 
particularly that chapter in it intitled, Sig hf to be ſeen at the Lord"s 
Table. I ſhall not now enquire into the merits of that book, 
tho“. I cannot but ſay I eſteem it as, in the main, a judicious 
and uſeful work, and rejoice to think it has gone thro? ſo many 


editions, and is ſtill fo much read. As to the chapter in queſtion, 


1am. aſtoniſhed to find you ſelect hat as containing a remarkable 
ſpecimen of the ſuperſtition of Diſſenters. The title is, indeed, 
2 fanciful, tho? not very extravagant, conſidering the 
time when the book was written, and the author's peculiar turn 
for allegory ; but the chapter only treats of the objects preſented to 
ibe mind at the ſacramental table; ſuch- as — zhe cuil of fin, the 
Juſtice ' of God, the love of Chriſt,” the conguei of Satan, and the 
eworth of ſouls. Let any impartial perſon ſay what there is ſu- 
5 or ridiculous in all this, You tell Mr. Venn, indeed, 
that you did not ridicule the chapter itſelf, but barely mentioned 
the zitle of it. I can only reply by quoting your own words, 
which are-theſe : — particularly THAT CHAPTER 77 it intitled, &c. 
The truth evidently is, you had not lately read that chapter, but 
-formed your ideas of it merely by what you recollected of. the 
title; which, after all, is not as you have quoted it. This ſup- 
poſition. is confirmed, by your 8 you think you have ſeen 
the eleventh edition, (Which by the way was printed ſo early as 
"the year 1731) A pretty plain proof that you had not the book 
*by-yen.— How would the like conduct have been treated in an 


as 


1 

as that, eating the fleſh and drinking the blood of 
Chriſt, without which he has ſaid, there can be no» 
life in us? Who among us have inſiſted ; 
kneeling (the poſture. of adoration) at receiving the 
elements? Who among us exclude all perſons from 
being preſent while the ordinance is adminiſtered, 
but thoſe that partake of it? What books have we 
of Weekly Preparation for the Sacrament, ron/iſting of 
Prayers, c. for every Day in the Week, previous to 
the receiving of it, particularly adapted to the boly 
Feſtivals of Chriſtmas, Eaſter, &c. And; finally, I 
aſk, What Diſſenters have encouraged the private 
adminiſtration of it, to dying perſons, to abandoned 
ſinners, and even to condemned criminals, as a kind 
of viaticum, or a, paſſport to heaven. Theſe are 
things (as you muſt know) not uncommon in the 
church of England, and if they are not the very 
eſſence of ſuperſtition, I am at a loſs to ſay what is. 
In ſhort, church- men have very commonly fallen 
little ſhort of the Papiſts in their notion of the effi- 
cacy of the Lord's Supper, making it a fort of op 
operatum ; whereas the Diſſenters in general, conſider 
it only as having a, moral influence on the mind, like 
that of other inſtitutions ; tho? many of them look 
upon it as belonging only to real Chriſtians; and 
ſome of them may think the danger of unworthy 


- 


receiving greater than it really is. QI 
It might naturally have been expected, that in 
theſe Letters, I ſhould have examined into the juſtice 
of the account you give concerning the gradual 
introduction of errors and abuſes with reſpect to the 
Lord's Supper; as that makes a conſiderable part of 
your work. But this I am not inclined to, (had 1 
left myſelf more room for it) from a conſciouſneſs 
of my not having a ſufficient acquaintance with: the 
writings of the FaTHERs, which you ſo often quote; 
and I was the leſs diſpoſed to attempt it, as am of 
your readers may ſatisfy themſelves Om_—_ = 
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5 I — you; Sir, to weigh the arguments 1 Have 
produced, with candor e ; and, if you 
| ſhobld think it worth your while to reply, to do 
jc wich that coolneſs, as well as freedom, which” be- 
domes one honeſtly enquiring after truth, and willing 


repreſented y« | 
conſcious to, and I ſhall be willing, upon — 


* 


D. ab- s FIEY t mn Rites, 


eee them, (tho* you have 
not referred to the pages) by turnin EOS Krae's 
Brnqutryinivihe Conflitution, &c. of the Primitive Church; . 
where they muy meet with every paſſage you have 
produced. Nor wilt they doubt of the jaſtneſs of 
your tranſlations, as they will find them verbatim the 


fame wirkt thofe ef that noble writer. And they 


will the leſs doubt ef your integrity by e 
have been ſo fingn ri y as to make 
ſome of the ſame rerharks | be Rad Joni, in the YET 
ſame words. — * : 
On the whoke,” Im. PO the bert to ay, tir 
work rs to me, far from (what you D 
A ſeriptural Account of the Lord's Supper, and that 
have omitted many päffages which have an evi- 
dent relation to the ſubz ect: that it 15 alfo irrecon- 
cileable to the prix 2 of ſound reaſon, eſpecially 
as im many parts of it, it is ſelf . contradictory: that 
it is de ſaperficial, and needs in various in- 
ſtances to be explained (thoꝰ you doubtleſs are, as you 
tell Mr. Venn, 4 plain. poten fort of a nun) — and 
finally, that ir has a dangerous tendency with regard 
to Ee of practical religion. Whether the 
es fufficiently prove theſe aſſertions, 
diced reader } 


to te en Turk. It will be egfy for a perſon 
of your learning and abilities, to diſcover faults in 
inp Wiiting, and to turn many parts of it into ridi- 
che but let me entreat you to attend to the chief 
matters in debate between vs, and to enter thorouglily 


- coithemn,'” I in any reſpect J have written in an 
undeeeming manner; eſpecially if T have any Where 


mii meaning, it is more than I am 


LETTER MX 


to beg your pardon. If in any argument you ſhall 
rove me to be miſtaken, I truſt I ſhall ingenuouſly 
acknowledge my error, and thank you for leading 
me into the truth. And if, with reſpect even to the 
principal ſubjefs of enquiry, you ſhall make it plainly 
appear, that I have miſunderſtood the ſcriptures, I 
will not ſhock you as a certain gentleman had done, 
by ſaying, that I will urn my bible; but will rather 
ſay, that I will ſtudy it more, as a book more difficult 
to be underſtood than I have hitherto thought it 
to be. 
| Wiſhing you ſucceſs in every proper attempt to 
diſcover and to propagate the truth, above all to 


inforce the practical uſe of it, I remain, 
Rey. SIR, 


Your very humble Servant, 


and hearty Friend, 


A Proteſtant Diſſenter. 


